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LETTER, 


Dear  Sir, 

I  have  naturally  wished  to  hear  all  that  you  and 
my  other  critics  had  to  say  of  my  pamphlet^  before  writing 
ao-ain— since  write  I  must — for  this  reason,  amongst  others, 
that  I  might  not  be  involved  in  more  controversy  than  was 
strictly  necessary. 

When  I  first  determined  to  review  your  book,  I  came  to  the 
understanding  with  myself  that  I  would  enter  into  no  direct 
controversy  with  you ;  and  this,  as  I  hope  you  will  believe, 
from  no  ill  feeling  towards  you,  but  simply  because  I  felt 
that  we  had  not  enough  in  common  ever  to  come  to  a  satis- 
factory conclusion.  I  could  never  flatter  myself  that  I  under- 
stood you  or  you  me  sufficiently,  either  for  my  acquiescence  in 
a  defeat,  or  my  satisfaction  in  a  victory.  I  had  observed  that, 
with  all  your  ability,  you  have  brought  none  of  your  contro- 
versies to  a  conclusion,  because  you  were  never  able  for  a 
single  moment  to  appreciate  any  other  position  than  your 
own. 

I  believe  you  have  had  the  fairest,  nay,  the  most  generous, 
intentions  towards  me,  consistent  with  my  polemical  annihila- 
tion ;  but  you  have  in  reahty  treated  me,  I  cannot  help  feeling, 
with  singular  unfairness.  You  have  alternately  clothed  me  in 
your  own  livery ;  assimilated  me,  so  to  speak,  by  committing 
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me  to  expressions  which  are  yours,  not  mine;  and  in  the 
livery  of  our  common  enemy,  by  imputing  opinions  to  me 
which  I  must  needs  repudiate  as  utterly  un-Catholic,  and  which 
are  certainly  no  necessary  consequence  from  any  view  that 
I  have  expressed.  I  do  not  blame  you ;  you  are  only  obeying 
an  irresistible  instinct  of  your  nature,  when  you  speak  of  me, 
since  you  cannot  welcome  me  as  an  ally,  in  the  same  breath 
with  a  non-Catholic  like  Dr.  Pusey,  or  with  your  own  peculiar 
hete  noire,  the  "  Home  and  Foreign.^^ 

I  am  now  called  upon,  to  a  certain  extent  at  least,  to  break 
my  resolution.  If  I  ^vrote  at  all,  I  could  not  decline,  with- 
out marked  incivility,  the  direct  correspondence  which  your 
"  Letter  "  has  in  some  sense  forced  upon  me  ;  and  two  reasons 
have,  very  much  against  my  will,  necessitated  my  writing 
again. 

They  are,  1st.  Your  unintentional  misrepresentation  of  the 
general  scope  of  my  pamphlet,  and  the  false  relief  you  have 
given  to  certain  parts.  2nd.  The  inaccuracy  or  obscurity  of 
certain  of  my  own  expressions. 

Your  proposal  of  treating  the  different  heads  of  the  contro- 
versy in  a  succession  of  numbers  of  the  Dublin  Review,  has 
made  it  almost  impossible  to  defer  my  rejoinder  until  you 
should  have  literally  finished  your  reply.  I  must  not,  however, 
forget  that  you  conceive  yourself  to  have  refuted  me  thoroughly 
in  your  "  Letter,^^  and  that  any  further  treatment  of  me  is 
rather  a  condescension  to  the  w^eakness  of  the  public,  into 
whose  eyes  you  suppose  me  to  have  thrown  dust,  than  for 
your  own  satisfaction. 

After  the  appearance  of  your  tliree  October  articles,  I 
certainly  have  no  cause  to  complain  of  scanty  notice  accorded 
to  my  pamphlet — 

"  illam  ter  ductus  ibidem 

Torquet  agens  circum,  et  rapidus  vorat  eequore  vortex.** 

Whilst  noticing,  as  far  as  may  be  necessary,  your  articles 
in  the  Buhlin  Review,  I  am,  of  course,  mainly  engaged  in 
replying  to  your  "  Letter .^^  And  here  I  may  be  allowed  to 
thank  you  for  the  uniformly  courteous  language  of  your 
"  Letter  "  and  articles.  I  confess  that  your  courtesy  is  the  more 
meritorious,  from   the   fact  that  you    are   utterly  unable  to 
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conceive  any  sort  of  justification  for  any  one  of  my  positions  ; 
and_,  consequently,  any  excuse  for  the  substance  or  style  of  my 
treatment  of  you.  In  your  eyes,  my  arguments  and  authorities 
are  none  of  them  real ;  and  if  real,  would  still  be  worthless. 
Assuredly,  to  keep  any  sort  of  terms  with  an  idiot  who  chooses 
to  fall  foul  of  you,  and  of  what  you  conceive  to  be  the  one 
orthodox  belief,  at  the  same  time,  requires  no  ordinary  stretch 
of  courtesy. 

But,  whilst  making  my  acknowledgments  to  yourself  per- 
sonally, I  cannot  help  remarking  that,  if  you  have  been 
courteous,  your  allies  of  the  Westminster  Gazette  and  Weekly 
Register  have  not  been  even  decently  civil ;  that,  whilst  your 
influence  has  drawn  to  your  side  some  supporters  of  whom 
you  have  every  reason  to  be  proud,  yet  still,  like  Orpheus, 
you  are  accompanied  by  certain  very  strange  beasts  indeed. 
Do  not,  however,  for  a  moment  suppose,  that  I  hold  you  in 
any  way  responsible  for  the  grotesque  indecencies  of  your 
camp-followers. 

Although  you  have  so  summarily  dismissed  as  irrelevant 
the  major  part  of  the  theology  of  my  pamphlet,  I  will  venture, 
nevertheless,  upon  a  few  re-statements  and  explanations  re- 
garding the  province  of  infallibility  and  the  correlative  oblig-a- 
tion  of  absolute  interior  assent,  before  entering  upon  the  main 
question  between  us ;  viz.  the  truth  and  exclusive  orthodoxy 
of  your  thesis  as  regards  Encyclicals  and  quasi-Encyclicals.  I 
do  not  think  that  I  shall  be  discussing  any  point  that  has  not 
a  distinct  bearing  upon  the  matter  in  hand;  and  if  I  have 
gone  into  certain  questions  in  my  pamphlet  which  were  not 
strictly  necessary,  it  has  been  with  the  view  of  defining,  as 
far  as  possible,  my  own  theological  position,  and  not  of  throw- 
ing dust  into  my  readers^  eyes. 

I  understand  the  term  de  fide,  either  in  its  stricter  sense  of 
de  fide  quoad  ohligationem  universalem,  when  it  denotes  that 
which  we,  as  Catholics,  are  bound  to  believe  with  an  absolute 
interior  assent,  i.  e.  an  assent  essentially  excluding  all  doubt, 
even  speculative ;  or  in  its  wider  sense  of  de  fide  quoad  ohjectum, 
when  it  includes  all  that  is  capable  of  being  certainly  deduced 
by  individuals  from  revealed  truths.  In  its  wider  inclusion,  it 
expresses  an  obligation  not  universal  but  individual,  which 
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only  falls  upon  such  as  are  convinced  of  the  certainty  of  the 
deduction.  Under  erroneous  in  faith  I  include  all  falsity  in 
faith  and  morals. 

I  hold  that  the  Church  neither  proposes,  nor  can  propose, 
any  thing  to  be  thus  absolutely  believed,  but  what  is  either 
immediately  or  mediately  revealed ;  that  no  absolute  interior 
assent  can  be  oblig*atory  to  an  obscure  object — i.  e.  to  an  object 
not  presented  or  certified  to  us  by  reason — except  upon  the 
formal  motive  of  the  authority  of  one  who  can  neither  deceive 
nor  be  deceived ;  that  the  Church  does  not  receive  any  new 
revelations,  the  objective  sphere  of  her  infallibility  lyings 
entirely  in  the  interpretation  and  application  of  the  depositum. 
By  the  objective  sphere  of  the  Church's  infallibility,  I  mean 
the  extent  of  infallibility  which,  upon  such  grounds  as  the 
Motiva  Credibilitatisj  ScripturCj  Ecclesiastical  History,  the 
Usage  of  the  Schola  ^,  we  are  justified  in  believing  the  Church 
possesses.  I  fully  admit  that,  if  it  can  be  shown  that  the 
Church  claims  an  absolute  interior  assent  where  I  have  sup- 
posed her  not  infallible,  my  reading  of  her  infallibility  must 
be  wrong. 

The  depositum  delivered  by  the  Apostles  to  the  Church 
is  not  a  set  of  barren  propositions  simply,  but  a  body  of 
doctrine — large,  fruitful,  various.  It  is  not  adequately  re- 
presented by  the  result  of  what  I  will  call  the  Divine  Re- 
collection  of  the  Church,  according  to  the  promise,  "  He  will 
bring  everj^  thing  to  your  mind,  whatsoever  I  shall  have  said 
to  you  '"  by  the  gradual  gathering  in  and  canonizing  by  the 
Ecclesia  docens,  of  the  scattered  Apostolic  traditions  preserved 
in  particular  churches :  such  truths,  for  instance,  as  the 
inspiration  of  certain  Books  of  Scrij^ture,  or  the  Immaculate 
Conception.  It  contains,  not  only  these  explicit  revelations, 
to  which  some  theologians,  most  unphilosophically,  as  I  have 
ventured  to  maintain  ("  Idealism,^'  p.  46),  would  restrict  the 
term  de  fide ;  but  the  whole  logical  outcome  of  these  Divine 
truths,  whether  elicited  by  comparison  with  one  another,  or 
with  truths  absolutely  certain  naturally.  When  I  speak  of  a 
"  logical  outcome,"  I  do  not  suppose  that  unassisted  human 
reason  can  always  verify  the  process ;  because  the  full  force 

'  These  two  Inst  embody  the  substance  of  the  Church's  formal  documents, 

witli  tlicir  lopitiniatf  coimiu'ntnry. 
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and  significance  of  the  Divine  premiss  can  seldom  be  more 
than  partially  comprehended;  nor,  indeed,  does  the  Church 
necessarily  make  these  pronouncements  in  a  logical  form. 
All  that  I  mean  is,  that  these  truths,  new  quoad  nos,  are  a 
development  from  within,  not  an  accretion  from  without;  are 
analytical  rather  than  synthetical;  although  their  existence 
in  the  revelation,  even  after  the  declaration  of  the  Church, 
may  escape  the  efforts  of  human  analysis. 

The  dejpositmri,  including  the  Holy  Scriptures  and  the 
whole  body  of  oral  Apostolic  tradition,  contains,  more  or  less 
explicitly,  all  the  principles  of  faith  and  morals,  with  which 
the  Church  is  to  evangelize  the  world  and  build  up  the  city  of 
God  Hence  all  Catholics  are  agreed,  that  the  Church  is 
strictly  infallible  in  faith  and  morals;  i.e.  as  theologians 
explain  it,  -in  substantia  fidei  et  morum.^^  She  can  never 
teach  mankind  to  believe  falsely  or  to  act  wrongly. 

And  seeing,  moreover,  that  the  Church  is  not  merely  the 
depository  of  a  collection  of  barren  propositions,  but  the 
guardian,  interpreter,  and  dispenser  of  what  the  Fathers  have 
called  a  Divine  philosophy,  it  is  obvious  that  she  must  be 
strictly  infallible  wherever  a  mistake  would  be  equivalent 
to  a  failure  of  her  mission.  Hence  she  is  infallible  in  what 
Father  Newman  has  called  her  pomcerium,  which  is  only 
saying  that,  since  her  work  lies  in  the  concrete,  she  must 
have  elbow-room.  .j     .i 

Now  there  are  certain  classes  of  objects  which  self-evidently 
fall  within  the  pomcerium  of  the  Church;  for,  if  they  could 
be  excluded,  she  could  not  in  any  proper  sense  be  accounted 
infallible ;  and,  as  regards  these,  she  has  equivalently  pro- 
nounced her  infallibility,  either  by  anathematizmg  those  who 
have  disputed  it  in  particular  instances,  or  by  using  other 
terms  which  express  unmistakeably  that  they  are  de  Jide.  io 
these  the  absolute  interior  assent  of  Divine  faith  must  be 
yielded  by  all,  inasmuch  as  they  belong  essentially  to  the 
concrete  reaUzation  of  the  ChurcVs  dogma,  without  which  it 
would  be  practically  useless.  _ 

Hence  the  Church  is  infallible— 1st.  In  the  language  m  which 
she  clothes  her  doctrine.  This  language  is  infallibly  a  most 
proper  and  efficient  expression  of  the  doctrine;  and  none  may 
call  it  in  question,  or  attempt  to  divorce  the  doctrine  from  it. 
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2nd.  In  rejecting  a  proposition  as  heretical,  whether  totidem 
verbis,  or  equivalently. 

3rd.  In  approving  any  expression  of  doctrine,  as  in  sub- 
stantial conformity  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  in 
faith  or  morals.  There  are  only  two  examples  of  such  de- 
finitive judgment  by  supreme  authority  as  I  conceive,  viz. 
that  involved  in  the  approbation  of  the  constitutions  of  a 
religious  order,  and  that  involved  in  the  approbation  of  the 
Vulgate  translation. 

Of  the  judgment  as  to  faith  and  morality,  in  the  approbation 
of  a  relig'ious  order,  Suarez  {De  Relig.  lib.  ii.  cap.  17)  says, 
"de  fide  esse  videtur;^^  and  Bannez  (qu.  i.  art.  10)  un- 
hesitatingly pronounces  its  impugner  a  heretic. 

Beside  these  pronouncements,  which  are  strictly  de  fide, 
there  are  others  which  relate  to  objects  very  generally  ac- 
counted to  lie  within  the  pomcerium,  and  in  pronouncing  on 
which  the  Church  is  all  but  certainly  right  and  very  probably 
infallible ;  but  as  to  which  she  has  not  yet  clearly  defined  her 
infallibility :  whence,  doctors  who  deny  it  in  such  subject- 
matter  are  tolerated;  although  the  denial,  without  positive 
proof,  of  the  truth  of  any  one  of  these  pronouncements,  is 
censured  as  "  temerarious"  ^'proximate  to  error,"  &c. 

Of  these  pronouncements,  the  principal  are:  1st.  The  at- 
tribution of  error  in  faith  or  morals  to  a  book.  2nd.  The 
pronouncement  as  to  the  beatitude  of  the  canonized  saint. 
3rd.  That  implied  in  the  recognition,  by  the  whole  Church,  of 
the  Popedom  of  the  reigning  Pontifi*.  4th.  The  attribution  of 
certain  minor  censures'. 

As  to  the  first,  I  regard  it  as  objectively  belonging  to  the 
same  category  as  the  attribution  of  error  to  a  proposition — and, 
therefore,  as  objectively  de  fide.  But,  whilst  such  doctors  as 
Muratori  and  Chrismann,  and  Serry,  are  tolerated,  I  cannot 
account  it  as  de  fide  quoad  ohligationem. 

As  to  the  second,  I  also  accept  it  as  de  fide,  as  involved  in 
the  very  idea  of  the  sanctity  of  the  Church,  and  as  a  realization 

*  Wlicn  I  speak  of  such  a  pronouncement  being  objectively  dejide,  I  would 
be  understocxl  to  be  speaking  solely  of  what  I  describe  further  on,  as  minor 
censures  of  the  first  class,  which  I  conceive,  objectively,  to  belong  to  the  same 
category  a«  the  censure  heretk-al.  I  will  not  attempt  to  define  here  the  i)osi- 
tion  of  minor  censures  of  the  second  claas,  which  1  shall  discuss  afterwards. 
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of  the  standard  of  holiness  which  was  delivered  to  her  in  the 
beginning.  At  the  same  time_,  since  Benedict  XIV.  (de  Canon_, 
lib.  i.  cap.  45.)  quotes,  with  approval,  Fagnanus,  as  denying 
that  a  belief  in  the  infallibility  of  canonization  is  "  de  necessitate 
salutis  /■'  and  Riccioli,  to  the  effect  that  doctors  who  deny  the 
Church's  strict  infallibility  in  this  matter,  "  tolerantur  adhuc 
in  Ecclesia;^^  and,  in  his  final  judgment,  limits  himself 
to  pronouncing  "temerarium,  scandalosum  &c.  qui  auderet 
asserere  Pontificem  in  hac  vel  ilia  canonizatione  errasse  ;"  and 
since,  moreover,  Veron  (Reg.  Fid.  Cap.  2,  §  7),  boldly  asserts 
"  ne  quidem  infallibilem  esse  in  his  canonizationibus  Papam 
aut  Concilia  etiam  generalia,^^  I  cannot  allow  that  it  is  de 
fide  quoad  ohligationem. 

As  to  the  third,  I  hold  with  Suarez  (Disp.  x.  §.  5)  that  it  is 
defide  (at  least,  after  the  Pope  has  pronounced  a  dogmatical 
definition) ,  that  he  is  Pope  j  neither  do  I  see  how  this  can  be 
denied,  without  falling  back  upon  the  Gallican  position,  as 
Bannez  unconsciously  does  {De  Fide,  qu..  i.  art.  10),  when,  after 
maintaining  that  "  etiam  post  summi  Pontificis  definitionem 
solum  habetur  ex  humana  prudentia  et  evidente  inquisitione, 
aut  etiam  ex  infusa  prudentia  cui  potest  sudesse  falsiim  specu- 
lativey  quod  hie  est  summus  Pontifex  ....  nihilominus 
negare  valde  temerarium  et  scandalosum  foret  nisi  proharet," 
he  insists,  that  any  how,  the  Pope^s  accepted  definitions  will 
be  defide,  inasmuch  as  the  universal  Church  cannot  be  deceived 
in  accepting  them. 

A  presumption  in  favour  of  the  truth  of  all  such  pronounce- 
ments is  dictated  to  all  by  the  pietas  fidei ;  and  those  who 
believe,  as  I  do,  that  they  involve  a  truth  of  the  depositum, 
and  that  a  failure  therein,  would  militate  against  the  in- 
defectibility  of  the  Church,  must  accept  them  with  the  ab- 
solute assent  of  faith. 

The  assent  dictated  by  the  certitudo  fidei,  differs  from  that 
dictated  by  the  pietas  fidei,  inasmuch  as,  in  regulating  the 
former,  the  critical  reason  has  no  voice;  its  work  was  over 
when  the  motiva  credlbilitatis  were  found;  whilst  the  very 
idea  of  the  pietas  or  probabilitas  fidei  implies  the  guidance 
of  reason.  "Ad  pietatem  fidei  pertinet  Veritas  ad  quam  ut 
non  temere  rejiciatur  sed  credatur,  pia  affectio  fidei  Christianse 
corisultd  ratione  movet."     (Driedo  ap.  Idealism,  Append.  C.) 
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I  do  not  see  how  we  are  to  establish  a  universal  obligation ' 
in  regard  to  these  pronouncements,  unless  we  are  prepared  to 
carry  out  the  principle  of  tutiorism. 

I  think  I  have  shown  that,  instead  of  these  pronouncements 
being  so  many  instances,  as  some  would  have  them,  of  the 
Church  claiming  infallibility  in  matters  quite  external  to 
the  depositum ;  on  the  one  hand  there  are  grave  grounds, 
both  of  reason  and  authority  for  believing  them,  as  I  do,  to 
be  objectively  de  fide;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Church 
has  never  defined  (equivalently)  her  infallibility  in  their  re- 
gard. 

The  question  of  the  limitation  or  non-limitation  of  the 
Churches  infallibility  to  the  depositum,  has  this  bearing  upon 
the  main  point  at  issue  between  us;  viz.  that  if  there  were  no 
such  limitation,  I  could  not  demand  even  an  indirect  reference 
to  the  revelation  as  a  pledge  of  an  infallible  pronouncement. 

Before  proceeding  to  the  main  question  at  issue  between  us, 
I  must  protest  against  the  unfair  prominence  you  have  given 
to  my  modest  statement  (p.  52),  that  I  did  not  see  precisely 
upon  what  our  absolute  interior  assent  should  fall,  in  the  case 
of  censures  which  do  not  involve  falsity ;  and  that  I  thought  it 
reasonable  that  such  censures,  since  it  was  difficult  to  regard 
them  as  strictly  doctrinal,  should  fall  out  of  the  category  of 
strict  infallibility. 

You  have  chosen  to  regard  this  opinion  of  mine  as  one  of 
the  main  points  of  my  attack  upon  you.  On  the  contrary,  T 
have  never  made  it  a  point  of  attack  at  all.  In  the  matter  of 
condemned  propositions,  my  one  quarrel  with  you  has  been, 
that,  as  I  conceived,  you  had  insisted  upon  the  necessary 
falsity  of  all  censured  propositions  (see  Idealism,  p.  46) .  On 
this  point  you  have  acknowledged  that  your  language  was 
inaccurate;  an  acknowledgment,  which  I  am  sure  will  be  a 
great  relief  to  many  of  your  readers. 

I  intend  to  bring  out  fully,  in  the  course  of  my  letter,  my 
view  as  to  the  value  of  these  non-involving-falsity  censures ; 
but,  for  the  present,  you  must  excuse  me,  if,  preferring  my  own 
principle  of  arrangement  to  yours,  I  treat  the  substance  of 

•^  This  is  not  inconsistent  with  a  belief  tliat  such  pronouncements  will  be 
always  such  as,  in  fact,  to  command  the  unliesitating  assent  of  every  individual 
Catholic. 
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the  controversy  first,  and  reserve  this  very  delicate  question 
until  afterwards.  I  will  merely  observe,  en  passant,  that  my 
being  forced  to  admit  the  Church's  strict  infallibility  in  such 
censures,  would  not  affect  my  argument  as  regards  Encyclicals, 
unless  I  were  also  forced  to  admit  that  these  censures  could 
have  no  real  connexion  with  the  depositum.  If  Ballerini's 
expression  "equivalent  censures '''  really  includes  all  these 
minor  censures,  the  Pope  is  infallible  in  them,  because,  in 
spite  oi  \}iv^\x  prima  facie  aspect,  they  are,  in  the  estimation  of 
the  Church,  in  some  sort  equivalent  to  that  of  heresy. 

The  main  question — indeed,  I  may  regard  it  as  at  present  the 
single  question  at  issue  between  us,  is  this  :  Is  the  Pope,  pre- 
suming the  tacit  assent  of  the  Episcopate,  strictly  infaUible  in 
all  the  direct  doctrinal  instructions  contained  in  his  official 
documents,  whether  these  take  the  form  of  Encyclicals,  i.  e. 
are  addressed  formally  to  the  whole  Church ;  or,  being  originally 
addressed  to  individuals,  are  subsequently  published  by  the 
Pope  for  the  Church's  benefit  ?  And,  especially  :  Has  this  thesis 
been  adequately  promulgated  as  Catholic  doctrine  to  be  accepted 
by  all  svjh  gravi? 

On  this  latter  point,  viz.  the  exclusive  orthodoxy  of  your 
thesis,  I  will  only  remark  here,  that  it  is  a  simple  fact,  which 
you  yourself  admit,  that  it  is  denied  by  many  intelligent  and 
loyal  Catholics,  who  have  exclaimed  against  your  extravagance 
in  enforcing  it.  It  is  incumbent  upon  you  to  reconcile  this 
phaenomenon  with  your  position  that  your  thesis  has  been 
adequately  promulgated  as  Catholic  doctrine.  What  is  not 
adequately  promulgated  is  not  promulgated  at  all;  the 
requisite  appeal  ad  intelligentiam  universalem  being  wanting. 
As  long  as  the  Church  does  not  condemn  the  interpretation 
which  your  opponents  put  upon  her  words,  the  question 
between  you  and  them  is  technically  an  open  one,  however 
strained  their  interpretation  may  appear  to  you.  I  shall 
return  to  this  point  when  considering  your  theory  of  invin- 
cible ignorance. 

If  I  understand  you  rightly,  you  require,  as  the  sole  essential 
antecedent  objective  condition  for  an  infallible  pronouncement, 
that  its  subject  matter  should  be  one  in  which  the  spiritual 
welfare  of  mankind  is  at  least  indirectly  concerned.  As  the 
sole  tests  of  an  infallible  pronouncement,   1st.  That  the  im- 
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mediate  scope  of  the  doc  ument  should  be  doctrinal^  i.  e.  should 
teach  something  to  be  believed  ;  thus  excluding  all  documents 
whose  direct  scope  is  disciplinary,  inasmuch  as  you  would  regard 
every  doctrinal  statement  therein  contained  as  an  obiter  dictum. 
2nd.  That  in  a  doctrinal  Bull  the  particular  statement  in 
question  should  be  a  direct  instruction  given  for  its  own  sake, 
and  not  used  to  introduce  or  illustrate  something  else  *. 

Now  I  maintain,  against  you,  that  the  Pope  is  not  certainly 
infallible  in  all  such  instructions.  My  arguments  are,  1st. 
The  testimony  of  such  theologians  as  Ballerini  and  Capellari, 
to  the  restriction  of  infallibility  to  definitiones  fidei. 

2nd.  The  testimony  (1)  of  the  whole  schola  to  the  exclusive 
correlativity  of  Fides  Bivina  and  Revelatio7i ;  (2)  Of  the  great 
majority  of  the  schola j  negatively,  at  least,  to  the  non-ex- 
istence of  any  other  Fides  but  Fides  Divina  which  can  involve 
an  obligation  of  absolute  assent.  (3)  Of  the  whole  schola,  to 
the  non-reception  by  the  Church,  of  revelations  subsequent  to 
the  dejiositum.  From  which  three  positions  it  follows  that 
the  great  mass  of  the  schola  restricts  infallibility  to  the  in- 
terpretation and  application  of  the  depositum ;  i.  e.  to  the 
dejoositum,  inclusive  of  its  logical  outcome  and  concrete  form. 

3rd.  The  testimony  of  theologians  to  the  existence  of  direct 
doctrinal  instructions,  not  strictly  infallible,  issued  by  the 
Pope  as  supreme  universal  teacher,  but  not  as  Catholic  teacher, 
i.e.  dejiner  of  Catholic  faith. 

Amort  {Be  Fide,^.  216) ,  after  laying  down ''  Papam  docentem 
ex  Cathedra  esse  infallibilem,^''  says  that  some  theologians  ex- 
plain this  term  docens  ex  Cathedra  as  "  Loquens  ex  Cathedra, 
in  materia  fidei  et  morum;^''  and  then  rejects  this  definition, 
'^  quia  Papa  potest  edere  BuUam  doctrinalem  in  materia  fidei 


*  Tou  have  accepted,  too,  as  valid  (Oct.  Dub.  p.  289,)  Fr.  Schrader's  test  of 
infallibility,  viz.  tlie  use  of  such  terms  as  "motu  proprio,"  "  ex  certa  scieutia,' 
'*  ex  pleuitudine  potestatis."  Now,  curiously  enough,  not  one  only,  but  all  three 
of  these  indubitable  tests  of  infallibility  are  to  be  found  in  the  Bull  in  which 
Alexander  VI.  gives  America  to  Ferdinand  of  Spain,  and  claims  the  right  so  to 
do,  as  part  of  the  legacy  of  St.  Peter.  "  Motu  proprio  .  ...  ex  certd  scientid 
ac  de  Apostolica  potestatis  plenitudine,  omnes  insulaset  terras  Jinnas  inventas 
et  inveniendas,  detectas  vel  detegendat  ....  auctoritate  omnipotentis  Dei 
nobis  in  Beato  Petro  concessd,  ac  Hcariat4s  Jesu  Christi  qua  fungimur  in 
ierris  ....  vobis  hfBredibm-que  el  successoribus  vestris  ...  in  perpetuum 
tenorc  prcBsenlium  donamus  et  asaignamus." 
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et  morum,  eamque   inscribere  ad  omnes  Episcopos  et  fideles 
totius  Ecclesise  quin  eos  obliget  ad  credendum.''-' 

Again  (Demonst.  Critic,  p.  205-6)  after  quoting  Tourneley 
with  approval,  to  the  effect  that  such  pronouncements  as  the 
"  Instruction'^  of  Eugenius  IV.,  and  the  Decrees,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  Canons,  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  are  not 
definitions  de  fide ;  he  continues,  "  ubi  enim  addo,  ejusmodi, 
exposifiones  doctrinm  Catholic/^  quas  edunt  Concilia  vel  sum- 
mi  Pontifices  in  quantum  reprsesentant  universalem  sensum 
Ecclesise  ac  theologorum,  etiamsi  non  contineant  articulum 
fidei,  generare  tamen  prsesumptionem  violentam  de  traditione 
universali,  aut  inspiration e  Divina  moderante  ingenia  Doc- 
torum  atque  ad  definitiones  suo  tempore  emanandas  provide 
disponente,  ut  proin  ejusmodi  expositionibus  reluctari  sine 
gravissimis  fmidamentis  temerarium  sit.''"' 

You  have  given  (Oct.  Dub.  p.  349)  these  decrees  of  Trent, 
as  instances  of  the  veri/  Ugliest  kind  of  doctrinal  instruction, 
as  indeed  they  undeniably  are.  You  must  then  needs  admit 
that,  if  this  view  of  Tourneley's  and  Amort''s,  whatever  may 
be  its  truth,  be  tenable,  the  exclusive  orthodoxy  of  your  thesis 
is  gone;  but  no  probabilist  could  reject  such  authority  as 
insufficient  in  a  moral  question. 

4th.  Certain  examples  of  faulty  Papal  pronouncement,  which, 
although  assuredly  not  definitions  of  faith,  you  will  find  it 
very  hard,  if  not  impossible,  to  show  were  not  direct  doctrinal 
instructions. 

You  have  rejected  my  instance  of  Eugenius's  "  Instruction'-' 
upon  Orders,  on  the  ground  that  I  cannot  urg'e  it;  because, 
since  it  militates  as  much  against  the  infallibility  of  a  General 
Council,  as  against  that  of  the  Pope,  it  is  not  a  Catholic 
objection.  But  in  this  you  are  very  unfair;  for,  as  I  have 
shown,  there  is  not  wanting  Catholic  authority  for  the  view 
that  the  Council  of  Florence  had,  at  the  time  of  the  issue  of 
the  ^^  Instruction,'"  ceased  to  be  oecumenical ;  and,  any  how,  I 
am  not  bound,  as  Amort  shows  (see  above),  to  defend  the 
strict  infallibility  of  all  the  doctrinal  instructions,  even  of 
General  Councils.  Whatever  may  be  said  of  the  ^•'Instruction''' 
being  the  General  Council's,  it  is  at  least  certain  that  it  is 
the  Pope's  ;  and  you  are  bound  to  show  that  its  incorrectness 
does  not  ground  a  valid  objection  to  your  theory. 
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You  may  urg-e  that  I,  myself,  have  allowed  the  Pope's  scope 
to  have  been  a  practical,  rather  than  a  doctrinal  one.  True,  I 
have  done  so.  I  am  anxious  not  to  reject  any  probable  excuse 
for  the  Pope^s  language,  even  at  the  risk  of  weakening  my 
argument  against  you ;  still,  as  far  as  words  go,  in  the  ohjec- 
tive  sense  of  the  author,  it  is  a  direct  instruction  in  materia 
fidei.  You  will  observe  that  Denzinger  only  calls  it  a  practical 
instruction,  by  comparison  with  a  definition  of  faith. 

Another  instance  of  incorrectness  in  a  direct  doctrinal  in- 
struction of  the  Pope,  is  that  of  Honorius'  first  letter  to  the 
Patriarch  of  Constantinople.  I  believe  that  it  may  be  fairly 
maintained  against  Gallicans,  that,  -when  Honorius  said : 
"  Fateor  unam  voluntatem  Christi  Domini,'^  and  declared  that 
it  was  not  his  province,  but  that  of  grammarians,  to  decide 
whether  the  "  operatio  {ivepyeta)  Christi,''  is  one  or  twofold, 
he  did  not  define  dejlde,  inasmuch,  as  he  did  not  propose  aught 
as  a  test  of  unity,  or  express,  according  to  the  universal  custom 
of  the  day,  an  anathema  upon  dissentients,  nor  even  imply  it. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  I  maintain  against  you,  that  he 
indubitably  uttered  therein  a  direct  doctrinal  instruction, 
failing  of  the  truth.  The  Patriarch  Sergius  had  asked  Honorius 
what  he  was  to  believe ;  adopting  the  form  of  the  day  in 
such  cases,  he  had  requested  that  the  Pope  would  make  his 
profession  or  confession  of  faith,  in  order  that  he  might  con- 
form his  own  thereto ;  and  the  Pope  complied,  dii-ectly,  and 
unequivocally. 

Without  venturing  to  condemn  the  pious  ingenuity  of  the 
theologians  who  undertake  the  defence  of  these  Papal  ano- 
malies, I  must  enter  my  protest  against  your  committing  the 
Pope's  infallibility  to  a  class  of  document  from  which  it  is 
impossible  to  exclude  what  are  at  best  such  very  suspicious 
instances. 

Such  are  my  four  main  arguments  against  your  thesis. 
The  first,  and  second,  and  the  fourth  as  far  as  the  "  Instruc- 
tion "  of  Eugenius  is  concerned,  I  have  dwelt  upon  at  con- 
siderable length,  but  I  am  afraid  with  some  want  of  precision, 
in  my  previous  pamphlet,  pp.  15 — 46.  If  I  must  throw  my 
antithesis  into  a  positive  form,  it  is  this  :  — "  Encyclicals  and 
quasi-Encyclicals  contain  some  direct  doctrinal  instructions, 
the  strict  truth  and  justice  of  which,  because  of  their  informal 
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character  (i.e.  inasmuch  as  they  fall  short  of  a  definitiofidei), 
it  is  very  probable  that  the  Divine  gift  of  infallibility  does  not 
secure ;  and,  at  least,  it  is  certain  that  a  belief  in  the  infalli- 
bility of  such  direct  doctrinal  instructions  is  not  de  necessitate 
salutis." 

I  would  now  consider  the  general  character  of  encyclic 
instruction,  in  conneirion  especially  with  the  tests  of  infalli- 
bility proposed  by  Ballerini  and  Capellari,  and  suggested  at 
least,  even  when  not  explicitly  proposed,  by  the  teaching  of 
the  schola.  I  shall  be  thus  mainly  engaged  with  the  appli- 
cation and  defence  of  my  first  argument. 

Revelation,  strict  Infallibility,  and  Divine  Faith  are,  as  I 
have  maintained,  exclusively  correlative.  We  may  argue,  there- 
fore, from  one  to  the  other,  thus : — The  Church  clearly  asserts 
her  strict  infallibility  in  the  proposition  of  a  particular  doc- 
trine ;  in  the  truth  of  that  doctrine  we  must  make  an  act  of 
Divine  faith,  for  the  Church  is  infallible  only  as  Code's  mes- 
senger. And,  where  she  commands  our  absolute  interior  assent, 
there  she  is  infallible;  and  where  she  uses  terms  referring  to 
the  depositum,  such  as  heretical,  erroneous,  ox  false  in  faith  and 
morals,  there  she  is  infallible,  and  we  must  make  an  act  of 
Divine  faith. 

A  general  reference  to  infallibility,  as  a  prerogative  of  the 
Church,  will  not,  of  itself,  establish  the  infallibility  of  all  the 
direct  doctrinal  instructions  of  the  document  in  which  it  is 
found.  A  statement,  to  the  effect  that  the  Pope  is  speaking 
in  the  character  of  Blessed  Peter ;  that  it  is  an  utterance  of 
that  voice  with  which,  in  the  person  of  Blessed  Peter,  he  is 
bidden  to  confirm  his  brethren,  is  no  sufficient  pledge  that  he 
is  infallible  in  all  that  he  is  saying. 

Such  general  reference  to  the  Persona  Petri,  is  not,  on  this 
account,  necessarily  futile,  since  it  shows  that  the  Pope  is  not 
speaking  merely  as  "  Doctor  Privatus.''-'  Beyond  the  region  of 
strict  infallibility,  the  mere  fact  that  one  is  speaking,  whose 
every  word  has  so  important  a  share  in  the  Divinely-guided 
policy  of  the  Church,  must  generate  "  a  violent  presumption,-" 
as  Amort  calls  it,  in  favour  of  the  truth  of  what  he  is  saying. 

I  would  regard  as  typical  of  two  kinds  of  Papal  pronounce- 
ment, the  definition  and  the  doctrinal  instruction,  two  events 
recorded  in  the  life  of  St.  Peter.     We  read.  Matt,  xiv.,  that 
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when  Our  Lord  came  to  His  Apostles  upon  the  sea,  St.  Peter 
cried  "  Lord,  if  it  be  Thou,  bid  me  come  to  Thee  upon  the 
waters.  And  He  said,  Come  ;  and  Peter,  going"  down  out 
of  the  boat,  walked  upon  the  water  to  come  to  Jesus.''  Here 
the  whole  action  is  supernatural ;  the  water  becomes  solid 
beneath  the  Apostle's  feet,  the  difficulties  and  dangers  are  only 
apparent ;  when  he  begins  to  sink,  his  Master's  hand  is  there 
to  support  him;  his  danger  does  but  show  him  where  his 
security  lies.  All  criticism,  all  fear  is  blasphemous;  the 
Apostle  is  interpreting  his  Lord's  words ;  he  is  obeying,  the 
voice  that  says  '^  Come." 

On  the  other  hand,  St.  John  tells  us  in  his  last  chapter,  of 
an  occasion  when  Jesus  stood  upon  the  shore ;  and,  "  Simon 
Peter,  when  he  heard  that  it  was  the  Lord,  girt  his  coat  about 
him  (for  he  was  naked),  and  cast  himself  into  the  sea." 
Here  the  Apostle  receives  no  direct  supernatural  security ;  he  is 
subject  to  the  action  of  current  and  wave.  His  Master  does, 
indeed,  await  him  on  the  shore,  where  he  will  one  day  assuredly 
arrive,  with  the  boat  that  labours  painfully  after  him.  But,  in 
the  meanwhile,  there  is  no  absolute  assurance  that  his  course 
will  be  in  its  every  movement,  either  the  most  direct,  or  the 

\  most  pinident. 

I  I  maintain,  then,  that  the  direct  doctrinal  instructions  of 
Encyclicals  and  quasi-Encyclicals,  as  siicA,  do  not  satisfy  Bal- 
lerini's,  Capellari's,  or  Amort's  requirements  for  infallibility. 
Here,  I  am  aware,  you  join  issue  with  me  as  to  the  fact. 
You  assert,  and  have  attempted  to  prove  in  the  October 
Number  of  the  Dublin  Review ,  that  I  have  entirely  mistaken 
the  meaning  of  my  authorities.  I  certainly  cannot  admit,  for 
a  moment,  that  you  have  succeeded  in  your  bold  attempt. 
You  have  been  throughout  labouring  under  a  twofold  mis- 
apprehension. 1st,  in  imagining  that  my  object  has  been 
to  establish  against  you  the  non-infallibility  of  certain  of  the 
minor  censures,  instead  of  the  non-infallibility  of  sundry  of 
the  direct  doctrinal  instructions  of  Encyclicals,  &c.  2nd,  in 
supposing  that  I  was  citing  all  the  theologians  whom  I  have 
quoted,  as  agreeing  in  every  particular  with  myself. 

I  have  expressed  the  general  object  of  these  citations 
(Idealism,  p.  13).  I  there  say,  "I  trust  to  be  able  to  show 
that  the  spirit  of  the  great  theologians,  even  where  they  do  not 
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in  express  terms  condemii  Dr.  Ward^s  theological  position,  is 
wholly  different  from  the  arbitrary  and  extravagant  temper, 
Sac."  If  any  further  proof  of  the  truth  of  this  were  wanting^, 
I  think  you  have  furnished  it  in  your  article  upon  my  citations. 
A  detailed  discussion  of  all  the  different  passages  would  be 
endless,  and  really  beside  the  purpose.  The  public  must  be 
the  judge,  whether  you  or  I  have  understood  them  in  a  non- 
natural  sense.  To  my  mind,  you  have  acted  throughout  upon 
the  principle  ^^  aut  viam  inveniam  aut  faciam.^'' 

You  protest  against  my  citing  Suarez,  and  argue  that 
his  view  about  canonization  is  not  consistent  with  the 
meaning  I  have  put  upon  him.  Now,  I  really  have  not  pre- 
tended to  get  a  consistent  theory  out  of  Suarez.  No  one  can 
consult  theologians  upon  this  subject,  without  feeling  that 
very  many  even  of  the  greatest  amongst  them,  are  overawed 
by  the  living  energy  of  the  authority  they  are  called  upon  to 
analyze.  There  remains,  at  least,  this  opposition  between  you 
and  Suarez,  viz.  that  when  he  is  laying  down  in  general 
terms  the  province  of  Papal  infallibility,  he  falls  far  short, 
interpret  him  how  you  may,  of  the  extension  upon  which  you 
insist.  You  acknowledge  that  he  was  most  anxious  to  vindi- 
cate the  truth  of  a  Papal  utterance,  which  even  your  theory 
does  not  call  upon  you  to  defend ;  yet,  for  all  that,  you  no 
where  find  him  insisting  upon  the  infallibility  of  all  the 
'^  direct  doctrinal  instructions  of  Encyclicals,  &C.''''  This  great 
theologian  is  contented  to  hesitate  and  exceptionalize,  whilst 
you  must  needs  reduce  it  all  to  a  trim  system,  with  an  anathema 
appended. 

With  regard  to  Ballerini  and  Capellari,  I  have  supposed 
that  they  meant  to  include  under  the  term  "  definitiones  fidei^' 
all  the  minor  censures  which  necessarily  involve  falsity,  and 
which  I  conceive  to  be  ultimately  reducible  to  heresy.  I  have 
never  supposed  that  they  wished  "  pointedly  to  allege ''  that 
the  Pope  is  capable  of  error  in  his  attribution  to  propositions, 
of  minor  censures  that  do  not  involve  falsity.  I  have  not 
been  able  to  make  up  my  mind  whether  these  theologians 
would,  or  would  not,  include  within  the  sphere  of  strict  infalli- 
bility, the  judgments  which  pronounce  cqncerning  the  dan- 
gerousness  of  a  proposition,  or  book,  abstracting  from  its  truth 
or  falsity.     Ballerini  evidently  considers  that  he  obviates  any 
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objection  that  can  be  made  to  the  condemnations  of  propositions, 
by  pointing  out  that  they  do  not  necessarily  involve  falsity. 

I  will  submit  to  you  one  other  passage  from  Ballerini,  in 
addition  to  those  already  quoted.  Cap.  xv.,  sec.  10,  he  places 
himself  in  the  rank  of  those  ^'  qui  Pontificis  inerrantiam  solis 
fidei  definitionihus  promissam  vindicandam  sumpserunt  -/'  and 
then  explains  definitions  of  faith,  properly  so  called,  to  be  those 
''  quibus  per  se  debetur  unitas  fidei.  Ilia  tantum,  ut  antea 
explicavimus,  Apostolica  decreta  sunt  habenda,  in  quibus  ob 
excitatas  controversias,  vel  dogma  aliquod  de  fide  credendum 
decernitur,  vel  error  alicui  dogmati  contrarius  damnatur  ^." 

As  to  Capellari,  I  observe  :  1st,  that  he  does  not  give  his 
notes,  as  certain  of  my  critics  have  maintained,  merely  as  signs, 
from  the  presence  of  which  we  may,  indeed,  argue  infallibility  ; 
whilst,  from  their  absence,  we  can  draw  no  conclusion  against 
infallibility  ; — but  that,  on  the  contrary,  they  are  given  as  tests, 
"  auxquelles  on  puisse  reconnaitre  les  cas  ou  le  Pape  prononce 
solennellement,  c'est-a-dire  ^ex  Cathedra,''^^  ceux  ou  les  decisions 
n'ont  pas  ce  caractere" 

2nd.  That  the  extrinsic  notes  are  contrasted  with  the 
intrinsic  or  essential  notes,  as  dependent  upon  Ecclesiastical 
usage,  and  so  commutable;  which  implies  that  the  intrinsic 
notes  are  incommutable  (see  "Idealism,^^  Appendix,  Note  D). 

I  certainly  do  not  feel  myself  called  upon  to  admit  any  of 
the  absurd  results  which  you  would  deduce  from  a  literal  in- 
terpretation of  Capellari^s  six  tests ;  not  even  if  he  be  supposed 
to  hold  the  doctrine  as  to  certain  condemned  propositions, 
which  I  have  rightly  or  wrongly  allowed  myself  to  express 
("  Idealism,'^.  52). 

If  he  knew  St.  Alphonso's  opinion,  as  you  suggest,  he  also 
knew,  that  the  dogmatic  theologians,  generally,  only  allow 
themselves  to  qualify  as  censurable,  the  assertion^  that  the 
Church  can  err  in  her  attribution  of  the  censures  infra  hare- 


'  I  take  this  opportunity  of  expressing  my  regret  at  the  inaccurate  rendering, 
which  has  been  noticed,  of  two  words  in  tlie  passage  from  Ballerini,  translated 
("  Idealism,"  p.  32).  I  forget  liow  far  the  translation  of  these  two  words  was 
deliberate ;  but  I  suppose  that  I  thought  "  dissonsiones  in  materia  fidei "  might 
be  regarded  as  "  heresies,"  and  that  "  opinions  which  established  something " 
could  l)e  nothing  less  than  "judgments."  Anyhow,  I  ought  to  have  inserted 
the  original  words. 
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sin\-  and  that/ among'st  others,  De  Lugo  (de  Fide  Disp.  xx. 
§  3,  n.  109)  cannot  make  up  his  mind  to  qualify  such  assertion 
as  more  than  proximate  to  error;  a  censure  which_,  according 
to  his  own  definition  of  it_,  does  not  necessarify  involve  falsity. 

As  I  shall  have  to  go  over  this  same  ground  thoroughly 
when  engaged  more  directly  with  developing  my  own  view 
on  the  subject,  I  will  content  myself  here  with  considering 
your  final  argument,  which  you  proclaim  ^^  will  be  admitted  by 
all  to  clench  the  whole/'' 

It  is  this, — If  Capellari  be  interpreted  literally,  he  is  hope- 
lessly inconsistent  with  himself;  for  he  acknowledges  the 
infallibility  of  the  Bull  ''  Unam  Sanctam,"*^  pronouncing  it  to 
have  been  held  as  a  regie  in  the  Church  for  four  centuries  [''  II 
Trionfo,''  vol.  ii.  p.  279)  ;  which  Bull,  whilst  doctrinal 
throughout,  does  not  satisfy  Capellari-'s  tests,  for  it  is  not 
entitled  "  ad  Universos  Christi  fideles,'-'  or  "  ad  omnes  Episco- 
pos,"^  &c.,  nor  *''' expresses  an  express  will  to  bind  consciences,''^ 
nor  pronounces  de  fide ;  "  and  at  all  events  (which  is  alone  to 
the  purpose)  neither  directly,  nor  by  implication,  does  it  pro- 
nounce an  anathema""'  (See  Oct.  Dub.  p.  507). 

Upon  this  argument,  I  remark — 1st.  That  it  is  not 
Capellari  at  all,  but  an  imaginary  Jansenist  interlocutor,  who 
says  (^ai  Trionfo,""  p.  279)  that  the  Bull  "  Unam  Sanctam '' 
has  been  a  regie  in  the  Church  for  four  centuries. 

2nd.  That,  even  supposing,  which  is  very  probable,  that 
this  expresses  Capellari's  own  opinion,  a  belief  that  the  Bull 
"  Unam  Sanctam ''-'  contains  some  doctrine  that  is  infallible, 
is  not  inconsistent  with  a  strict  interpretation  of  Capellari^s 
tests.  And  first  as  to  its  title  "  In  perpetuam  rei  memoriam.-" 
This  is  no  violation  of  the  fourth  test,  which  obviously 
applies  to  the  direction,  not  to  the  title ;  if  only  for  this, 
that  it  is  accounted  one  of  the  intri?mc  notes.  All  that 
the  fourth  note  involves  is,  that  the  document  in  question 
should  be  an  Encyclical;  the  Bull  "Unam  Sanctam''  is 
clearly  not  addressed  to  an  individual,  but  to  the  Church. 

When,  however,  we  come  to  examine  the  contents  of  this 
Bull,  what  do  we  find  ?  Why,  the  body  of  the  instruction 
enunciates  a  doctrme  concerning  the  immediate  subjection  of 

«  Which  assertion,  be  it  remembered,  extending  as  it  does  to  all  censures 
i»fra  hceresin,  is  far  more  extreme  than  mine. 

B    2 
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the  State  to  the  Church  in  secular  matters,  which,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  neither  is,  nor  ever  has  been,  the  universal  doctrine 
of  Catholics.  The  secular  sword  must  ever  be,  so  runs  the 
Bull,  ^' ad  nutum  et  patientiam  sacerdotis."  The  supreme 
authority  of  the  State  is  to  be  immediately  subject  to  the 
orders  and  suspension  of  the  Pope.  Throughout  this  instruc- 
tion, as  you  observe,  there  is  not  even  the  implication  of  an 
anathema  upon  dissentients.  But,  at  the  end  of  the  docu- 
ment, where  the  Pope  enunciates  the  doctrine  of  the  supremacy 
in  terms  in  which  every  Catholic  will  receive  it,  and  in  which 
it  is  certainly  of  faiths  he  says,  ''  we  declare  and  define  this 
doctrine  to  be  de  necessitate  salutis."  Here  is  an  anathema 
not  merely  expressed,  but  explained.  Jlinaldus  (an.  1302) 
says  tliat  the  Pope  thereby  pronounced  that  the  doctrine 
could  not  be  denied  "  sine  hsereseos  crimine.^^ 

So  far,  then,  as  this  Bull  is  cei*tainly  infallible,  it  amply 
satisfies  Capellari's  tests;  and  so  far  as  it  only  satisfies  your 
requirement  of  being  a  direct  doctrinal  instruction,  it  contains 
a  douhiful  doctrine  not  universally  accepted  by  Catholics^.  It 
would,  I  think,  have  been  hardly  possible,  out  of  the  entire 
BuUarium,  to  have  selected  a  more  complete,  and  at  the  same 
time  compendious  justification,  not  merely  of  my  reading  of 
Capellari^s  tests,  but  of  my  whole  position  as  against  you  in 
the  matter  of  Encyclicals,  than  the  Bull  "  Unam  Sanctam.^^ 

You  insist,  however,  that  even  if  all  my  theological  autho- 
rities were  really  on  my  side,  my  situation  would  not  be  one 
whit  improved.  I  should  only  be,  according  to  you,  most 
absurdly  setting  theologians  above  the  Pope  ;  I  should  be 
reversing  the  rightful  order, — for  I  ought  to  interpret  theolo- 
gians by  the  Pope,  not  the  Pope  by  theologians. 

Here,  of  course,  I  fully  admit  your  general  principle,  that  it 
is  monstrous  to  set  theologians  above  the  Pope.  Only  show 
me  that  any  theological  opinion  of  mine  has  been  formally 

7  Whatever  may  be  thought  of  the  vahio  of  Bellarmhie's  distinction  of  direct 
and  indirect  power,  and  even  supposing  that  the  "  Uuani  Sanctam "  might 
without  violence  be  interpreted  as  claiming  for  the  Pope  the  latter  power  over 
the  State  only,  and  not  the  former;  yet  we  have  seen  the  Professors  of  May- 
nooth,  with  the  approval  of  the  Irish  Episcopate,  reject  not  only  as  fonning  no 
essential  part  of  Catholic  doctrine,  but  as  distinctly  false,  the  opinion  which 
asserts  that  the  Pope  '•  ha9  or  ought  to  have  any  temporal  or  civil  jurisdiction, 
power,  superiority,  or  pre-eminence,  directly  or  indirectly,  within  this  realm.** 
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condemned  by  the  Pope  as  false  in  faith  or  morals^  and,  what- 
ever may  be  its  intrinsic  or  extrinsic  probability,  I  relinquish 
it  on  the  spot.  It  is  for  theologians  to  discuss,  and  for  the  Pope 
to  decide.  But  when  you  go  on  to  tell  me  that  I  must  interpret 
theologians  by  the  Pope,  instead  of  the  reverse,  I  am  simply 
aghast.  I  had  always  imagined  the  very  object  of  the  Schola 
to  be,  that  it  should  interpret  the  Positive  theology;  the  matter 
of  which  latter  is  Scripture,  and  the  decrees  of  Councils  and 
Popes.  You  might  as  well  find  fault  with  me  for  interpreting 
Scripture  by  the  Fathers,  instead  of  the  Fathers  by  Scrip- 
ture. 

If  it  be  true  that  I  have  got  grave  and  recent  authority  for 
the  limitation  of  infallibility  which  I  am  advocating,  the 
opinion  retains  its  probability,  in  default  of  an  explicit  defini- 
tion to  the  contrary.  If  you  urge  that  the  Chm'cli  does  not 
habitually  declare  her  infallibility  totidem  verbis,  even  in  her 
strictest  definitions  of  faith ;  I  answer — 1st.  That  I  am  not 
looking  for  the  term  "  infallibility  ■'■'  which  is  of  but  rare  and 
quite  recent  use  in  the  formal  declarations  of  the  Church ;  but 
for  the  expression  of  the  obligation  of  faith,  or  absolute  interior 
assent ;  or,  at  least,  for  some  formula,  which,  according  to  the 
universal  intelligence,  implies  this. 

2nd.  That  in  the  face  of  my  authorities,  there  is  no  room 
for  what  is  sometimes  called  the  silent  definition  of  the  Church, 
the  scarcely  conscious  growth  of  doctrine  unarticulated  by 
dissent;  and  that,  any  how,  such  a  process  would  require  a 
considerable  course  of  time,  which  the  recent  date  of  my 
authorities  precludes. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  consider  more  particularly  the  two 
cases  of  Papal  pronouncement  in  which  we  are  specially 
interested  :  the  "  Mirari  Vos,''''  and  the  "  Quanta  Cura  :"  pre- 
mising— 1st.  That,  in  order  to  establish  the  universality  of 
your  thesis,  even  as  far  as  formal  Encyclicals  are  concerned, 
you  must  not  only  prove  that  all  the  direct  doctrinal  instruc- 
tions of  these  two  documents  are  infallible,  but  that  they  are 
infallible  qua  direct  doctrinal  instruction,  i.  e.,  in  virtue  of  a 
principle  which  applies  universally  to  all  direct  doctrinal 
instructions. 

2nd.  That  I  am  not  denying  that  the  aforesaid  documents 
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may  contain  strictly  infallible  pronouncements ;  indeed  there  is 
at  least  one  in  the  "  Mirari  Vos/^  and  two  in  the  "  Quanta 
Cura^^  which  seem  to  satisfy  Ballerini^s  and  Capellari^s  require- 
ments ®. 

Where  there  is  question  of  the  obligation  of  faith,  we  are 
really  not  concerned  with  the  Pope^s  own  opinion  of  the  truth 
or  infallibility  of  the  pronouncement  which  he  is  making,  as 
long  as  his  opinion  is  only  to  be  gathered  indirectly,  and  from 
informal  sources.  If  the  Pope  does  not  express,  equivalently 
at  least,  if  not  ^^  totidem  verbis,''^  his  imposition  of  the  obliga- 
tion of  absolute  interior  assent,  such  ohligation  practicalli/ ^oes 
not  exist ;  and  the  degree  of  assent  due  must  be  left  to  the 
dictates  of  the  pietas  Jidei.  It  is  the  official  mind  of  the  Pope, 
if  I  may  so  speak,  expressed  in  the  formal  language  of  the 
Church  and  en  rapport  with  her,  which  alone  can  command 
the  obsequ'mm fidei. 

In  the  "  Mirari  Vos  "  and  "  Quanta  Cura,^^  the  Pope  might, 
had  he  been  so  minded,  have  unmistakeahly  defined ;  but  he  de- 
liberately chooses  language  which,  in  the  opinion  of  approved 
theologians,  does  not  commit  his  infallibility,  because  it 
declares  nothing  de  fide,  nor  imposes  an  anathema  on  dissen- 
tients, or  any  "  equivalent  censure ; "  even  if  this  term  be 
understood  to  include  all  the  minor  censures.  We  may  then, 
I  think,  fairly  conclude  that  both  these  documents  probably 
belong,  at  least  as  regards  the  great  mass  of  their  doctrinal 
instructions,  to  that  class  of  exposition  of  which  Amort 
speaks  (see  above)  as  not  strictly  infallible,  in  which  the  Poj^e 
is  not,  except  in  some  very  wide  sense  of  the  term,  "  docens 
ex  Cathedra.^^ 

In  the  "  Mirari  Vos  ^^  itself,  we  find  no  appeal  to  infallibility, 
or  to  faith,  or  to  the  obligation  of  absolute  interior  assent. 
The  only  approximation  to  any  thing  of  the  kind  is  the  Pope's 
statement  that  he  wished  to  speak  "ed  voce  quA,  confirmare 
fratres  in  persona  Beati  Petri  jussi  fuimus.'''  Now,  I  allow  that 
there  is  no  reason,  in  the  nature  of  things,  why  this  formula 
should  not  be  regarded  as  the  pledge  of  an  infallible  pro- 
nouncement, if  the  Church  universally  so  takes  it,  if  it  appeals 

•  I  say,  "  seem  to  satisfy  ;"  for,  though  the  terms  "eiToneous  "  and  "  contrary 
to  Scripture  "  are  applied  to  definite  propositions,  the  general  style,  even  here, 
is  rather  expository  than  definitive. 
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''  a  Pintellig-ence  universelle."  But  is  this  the  case  ?  Surely 
the  authorities  already  quoted  prove  that  it  is  not.  I  will 
give  one  more  authority.  Billuart  (torn.  v.  p.  174)  has 
as  follows  :  — ''  Loquitur  (Papa)  ut  Pontifex_,  quando^  ut 
supremus  Ecclesise  pastor  et  caput,  aliquid  proponit  toti 
Ecclesise  in  rebus  fidei  et  morum,  obligans  omnes  fideles,  sub 
poena  h^ereseos,  ad  illud  fide  Bivind  credendum,,  et  sic  dicitur 
loqui  ex  Cathedra.''' 

As  regards  the  Pope^s  letter  to  the  Archbishop  of  Toulouse, 
I  remark — 1st.  That  it  is  excluded  from  the  rank  of  infallible 
documents  by  its  author  himself,  in  his  "  Trionfo/"  as  not 
addressed  to  the  whole  Church. 

2nd.  That  an  utterance  by  the  Pope  speaking  as  private 
doctor,  which  implies  his  belief  in  the  infallibility  of  a  docu- 
ment previously  issued  by  him,  is  insufficient  to  prove  that 
document  infallible.  Witness  the  Concio  of  Sixtus  IV.,  quoted 
by  Benedict  XIV.  (De  Canon,  lib.  i.  cap.  xUii.  §  2),  where  there 
is  the  same  soi-t  of  appeal  to  the  indefectible  faith  of  Peter, 
which  we  find  in  Gregory  XVI.'s  Letter,  but  which 
Benedict  XIV.  will  not  accept  as  conclusive  for  the  infallibility 
of  Canonization.  Sixtus  IV.,  though  speaking  of  Canonization 
generally,  is  still  speaking  with  special  reference  to  the 
Canonization  in  which  he  has  just  been  engaged  ^ 

3rd.  That  the  expressions  you  have  selected  from  this 
Letter,  grave  and  solemn  as  they  undoubtedly  are,  neither  are 
sufficient  in  themselves  as  pledges  of  infallibility,  nor  is  their 
force,  whatever  it  may  be,  concentrated  upon  any  particular 
proposition,  so  as  to  prescribe,  according  to  CapeUari^s  fifth 
test,  "  Tacte  de  foi  sur  cet  article  determine.'' 

It  is  Cardinal  Pacca,  and  not  the  Pope,  who  terms  the 
"  Mirari  Vos  "  a  solemn  decision  from  the  infallible  mouth  of 
St.  Peter's  successor.  We  find  the  strength  of  the  appeal  to 
infallibility  all  along  in  direct  ratio  to  the  informality  of  the 
document.  And,  speaking  generally,  you  must  surely  acknow- 
ledge, that  the  Popes  allow  themselves  far  greater  latitude 
of  condemnation  and  self-assertion,  in  lett^s  to  individual 
Bishops,  than  in  formal  Encyclicals;  and,  as  regards  Encyclicals, 

9  I  here  take  the  opportunity  of  acknowledging  that  my  use  of  the  passage 
from  Benedict  XIV.  ("  Idealism,"  p.  17)  is,  as  you  have  pointed  out,  incorrect. 
I  ought  to  have  used  it  as  I  use  it  here. 
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in  those  parts  of  them  in  which,  according'  to  my  view,  they 
do  not  commit  their  infallibility.  My  theory  accounts  for 
this — allowing,  as  it  does,  that  the  Pope  may  teach  officially 
and  most  authoritatively,  but  yet  not  infallibly.  The  rhetoric 
of  the  "  Mirari  Vos "  would  be  simply  cruel,  if  the  Pope  is 
supposed  to  be  laying  down  what  must  be  believed  under 
mortal  sin. 

I  fully  admit  that  the  substantial  doctrines  of  the  "  Mirari 
Vos  "  are  simply  the  legitimate  offspring  of  the  revelation  and 
the  natural  reason,  and  as  such  I  receive  them.  I  hold  that 
Lamennais  was  rightly  condemned :  I  do  not  think  that  he 
was  infallibly  condemned ;  i.e.,  that  the  Pope  meant  to  enforce 
his  condemnation  as  infallible.  Indeed,  he  is  not  formally 
condemned  in  the  "  Mirari  Vos  "  at  all.  He  is  told  privately 
that  a  certain  geiieral  condemnation  was  aimed  at  him ;  he  is 
not  required  to  make  any  profession  whatsoever  concerning  his 
own  writings ;  all  that  is  required  of  him  is  the  statement 
that  he  exclusively  follows  the  doctrine  of  the  "Mirari  Vos,"*^  and 
will  neither  write  nor  approve  any  thing  at  variance  with  it. 

You  urge  that  the  Pope  would  not  have  been  justified  in 
forcing  this  upon  Lamennais,  unless  he  knew  and  meant  to  teach 
the  infallibility  of  the  "  Mirari  Vos.''''  Surely  it  is  sufficient 
for  the  Pope^s  justification,  if  he  was  convinced  that  what  he 
was  enforcing  was  Catholic  doctrine.  And  then,  moreover,  he 
was  aware,  from  Lamennais^  o^vn  words,  when  soliciting  a  deci- 
sion, that  he  must  be  acting  against  his  conscience  in  refusing 
his  adhesion.  I  will  take  a  parallel  case  of  occasional  occur- 
rence. A  bishop  who  sees  reasons  to  suspect  the  orthodoxy 
of  one  of  his  clergy,  sends  him  a  paper  of  propositions  which 
he  must  sign  within  twenty-four  hours,  under  pain  of  sus- 
pension. You  will,  surely,  not  pretend  that  such  an  exercise 
of  authority  is  necessarily  criminal,  because  the  bishop  knows 
that  he  is  not  therein  infallible. 

You  have  complained  C^' Letter,^'  p.  27)  of  what  you  call  my 
misapprehension  of  Capellari.  I  liad  said  ("Idealism,'^  p.  16) 
that  Capellari  ''warns  us  against  considering  that  even  the 
circums Lance  of  the  contending  parties  demanding  an  infallible 
pronouncement  on  a  disputed  point  of  doctrine,  and  the  Pope 
apparently  acceding  to  them,  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  pre- 
suming the  pronouncement  infallible.^^     You  insist  upon  it, 
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that  Capellari  does  nothing  of  the  kind.  Now,  the  grounds  of 
my  assertion  are  the  two  passages  from  pp.  221  and  222  of  the 
^'  Ti'ionfo/^  quoted  in  ^^  Idealism/"'  p.  74.  I  can  understand  them 
in  no  other  sense  than  I  have  done.  The  two  passages  together 
come  to  this  :  When  the  Pope,  consulted  by  contending  parties 
^du  monde  Catholique/  who,  persuaded  of  his  infallibility  in 
the  particular  case,  consult  him  as  supreme  (infallible)  judge; 
and  the  Pope  with  the  greatest  deliberation  answers  and 
decides,  you  cannot  conclude  therefrom,  that  the  pronounce- 
ment is  infallible.  Capellari  says  of  the  case  "  nous  pouvons  le 
supposer.'''  It  is  inconceivable  that  he  should  have  gratuitously 
invented  the  case;  he  must  have  had  reasons,  from  past  history, 
for  giving  so  significant  a  warning.  You  reprove  me  sharply 
for  not  allo^nng  that  the  Pope,  in  the  ^'  Mirari  Vos/''  not  only 
apparently,  but  really,  acceded  to  the  demand  for  an  infallible 
answer.  He  really  answered,  but  whether  he  really  answered 
infallibly  is  the  very  point  under  discussion.  You  first  beg  the 
question,  and  then  rebuke  me  for  inaccuracy.  In  any  one  else, 
I  should  call  this  ballying  \  I  do  not  admit  that  the  Pope''s 
intention  is  the  one  thing  necessary :  the  intention  must  be 
expressed  in  due  form,  and  in  connexion  with  some  particular 
point  of  doctrine,  so  as  to  put  him  en  rajpjport  with  the 
Universal  Church. 

As  to  the  '^  Quanta  Cura,^^  I  have  admitted  that  it  contains 
at  least  two  pronouncements  which  probably  satisfy  Ballerini''s 
and  Capellari''s  tests.  I  might  argue  that  the  language  of 
several  of  the  twenty-eight  iVench  Bishops  was  justified  on 
the  whole  by  this  fact.  With  regard  to  certain  of  their 
expressions — as,  for  instance,  that  this  Encyclical  is  to  be 
regarded  as  a  "  Credo  ^^ — you,  as  well  as  I,  must  look  upon 
them  as  hyperbolical,  the  language  of  loyalty  and  afiection 
rather  than  of  theology.  I  think  we  shall  hardly  be  Avrong 
in  attributing  a  good  deal  of  the  high  colouring  of  the  French 
Pastorals  to  the  natural  excitement  caused  by  the  impolitic 
opposition  of  the  government.  At  the  same  time,  I  allow 
that  the  language  of  the  French  Bishops  is  an  argument,  as 

1  You  here  take  occasion  to  warn  my  readers  against  trusting  to  the  accuracy 
of  my  quotations,  and  request  them  to  consult  the  original  authorities  for  them- 
selves. Whilst  pi*otesting  against  the  adequacy  of  the  occasion,  I  cordially  join 
in  the  request.  I  would  I  knew  any  formula  by  which  I  might  relieve  myself 
from  the  responsibiUty  of  misquotation. 
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far  as  it  goes,  for  the  infallibilitj  of  the  "Quanta  Cura/' just 
as  I  allow  that  the  language  of  the  Archbishop  of  Arras, 
against  which  no  one  protested,  is  an  argument,  as  far  as  it 
goes,  against  the  orthodoxy  of  the  Gallican  position. 

And  now  I  demand — upon  what  principle  can  you,  whilst 
admitting  that  a  Catholic  mayy  if  so  minded,  maintain  the 
Gallican  position,  insist  upon  tabooing  a  theory  as  to  the 
limitation  of  infallibility,  advocated  by  such  authorities  as 
Ballerini,  Capellari,  and  Amort,  and  which  has  at  least  never 
been  formally  condemned  by  the  Church  ?  The  contradictory  of 
the  Gallican  position  has  been  all  but  formally  asserted  in  several 
Papal  pronouncements,  which  have  been  received,  if  not  with  the 
applause,  at  least  with  the  tacit  consent  of  the  Episcopate,  as 
Father  Knox  has  shown  us.  Why,  then,  am  I  to  be  accounted 
heterodox  for  holding  a  theory  which  is  at  least  as  highly  author- 
ized as  Gallicanism,  and  certainly  not  so  nearly  condemned. 

Althoug'h  I  have  no  difficulty  in  accepting  as  true  the 
different  condemnations  of  the  Syllabus,  when  submitted  to 
such  theological  interpretation  as  Msgr.  Dupanloup  has  sug- 
gested, I  must  confess,  that  I  do  not  believe  that  the  form  in 
which  these  condemnations  were  enunciated,  or  the  manner  in 
which  they  have  been  received  by  the  Episcopate,  striking  as 
this  has  been,  is  such  as  to  commit  the  Pope's  or  Church's 
infallibility  to  their  literal  truth  or  justice.  I  agree  with  you 
in  regarding  the  Syllabus  rather  in  the  light  of  a  "  Recueil,'' 
as  the  name  implies,  than  as  a  re-assertion.  Its  infallibility, 
if  it  be  infallible,  lies  in  this,  and  this  only — that  it 
contains  condemnations,  which,  as  originally  pronounced, 
were  infallible,  and  are  therefore  certainly  true.  To  this 
account  of  the  infallibility  of  the  Syllabus,  which  I  conceive  to 
be  the  only  plausible  one,  I  must  confess  I  find  an  insuperable 
obstacle  in  a  fact  which  you  yourself  admit,  whilst  ignoring 
its  significance ;  viz.,  that  one  of  the  condemnations,  that  of 
Prop.  LXI.,  is  only  an  ohiter  dictum :  for,  since  it  is  a 
general  principle  that  obiter  dicta  are  not  infallible,  the  Syllabus 
could  not  have  meant  to  assert  the  antecedent  infallibility  of 
this  obiter  dictum '. 

2  I  need  liardly  say  that  I  acknowledge  the  Encyclical  and  Syllabus,  as 
uttered  by  the  Pope,  and  accepted  by  the  Bishops,  to  be  in  substantial  con- 
funnity  with  Catholic  dogma. 
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Seeing  that  the  Syllabus,  as  you  have  observed  (Oct.  Dub. 
p.  287),  is  not  "a  more  authoritative  and  irreformable  con- 
demnation than  they  (the  propositions)  had  hitherto  received  -" 
I  do  not  understand  how  it  can  make  condemnations,  which 
were  previously  of  doubtful  infallibility,  certainly  infallible; 
and  still  less,  how  it  can  establish  the  strict  infallibility  of  the 
rest  of  the  original  documents.  "  Nihil  dat  quod  non  habet  ^' 
is  a  philosophical  maxim  which  has  never  been  condemned. 

Allow  me  to  remind  you,  that  the  "  friendly  opponents  ^' 
whose  consideration  you  entreat  so  pleasantly  (Dub.  loc.  cit.), 
lie,  in  virtue  of  your  thesis,  equally  with  myself,  under  the  brand 
of  mortal  sin,  inasmuch  as  they  do  not  admit  the  infallibility 
of  the  original  documents. 

Whatever  may  be  said  as  to  the  infallibility  of  the  Encyclical 
and  Syllabus,  I  cannot  but  think  that  the  warning  given  us  by 
Pere  Daniel  ("Etudes  Religieuses,^''  October,  p.  514)  is  very 
important  and  very  much  needed.  "  L^Encyclique  n''est  pas 
un  enseignement  populaire :  elle  s^adresse  principalement  k 
Fepiscopat,  aux  membres  du  clerge,  auxquels  il  appartient  d^en 
penetrer  le  sens  k  Faide  de  leurs  connaissances  speciales  et  de 
Texpliquer  aux  fideles-^.''^  You  have  given  us  only  too  much 
reason  to  suspect  that  you  dislike  the  Bishop  of  Orleans^ 
interpretation  of  the  Syllabus,  because  it  renders  certain  con- 
demnations less  effective  weapons  for  the  demolition  of  your 
opponents  than  you  could  wish.  I  impute  no  unworthy 
motive.  You  have  divided  the  whole  intellectual  world,  as 
well  as  the  moral,  into  two  camps — Rome  and  Babylon ;  those 
who  are  with  you,  and  those  who  are  against  you ;  and  you 
honestly  detest  any  thing  savouring  of  compromise. 

Although  you  hold  with  Dr.  Murray  ("De  Eccles.'"'  Disp.  xvii. 
p.  240)  that  the  Church  or  Pope  never  instructs  "  auctoritate 
fallibili,^^  I  think  you  will  hardly  maintain,  with  that 
divine,  that  not  a  single  schoolman  of  name  can  be  quoted  on 
behalf  of  the  contrary  view.  I  appeal  particularly  to  Amort 
(Demonstr.  Grit.  loc.  cit.) ,  and  to  the  light  he  throws  upon  my 
other  authorities. 

I  know  that  the  Pope  always  teaches  as  having  supreme 
authority.     I  know  that  his  words  are  never  withdrawn,  that 

3  In  the  same  place,  he  reminds  us  that  "  Au  Syllabus  lui-meme  il  ne  faut 
pas  demander  que  le  degre  de  clarte  qui  convient  a  une  bonne  table  des  matieres." 
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at  most  they  are  explained.  Witness  the  passage  which  I 
have  discussed  from  Pope  Eiigenius''  ^^Instruction."  Surely  if 
absolute  interior  assent  had  been  demanded  at  the  lime,  it 
would  almost  inevitably  have  been  yielded  to  wliai:  was  not  trae, 
or,  at  leastj  to  what  was  not  the  one  CaLholic  doctrine.  Again, 
we  cannot  bear  to  think  of  Honorius  as  condemned  by  a  Geneial 
Council;  so  we  instinctively  either  force  upon  him  an  orthouox 
sense,  or  wrap  his  shortcoming.-:  in  a  mist  of  historic  doubt.  It 
is  a  point  of  Church  policy  always  to  treat  the  Pope's  words 
as  quasi-infallible,  i.  e.,  always  to  interpret,  never  to  gainsay. 
Hence  the  difficulty^  which  you  remark,  of  finding  explicit 
statements,  to  the  effect  that  the  Pope  is  fallible  in  such  or 
such  cases.  Theologians,  even  when  minimizing,  naturally 
prefer  only  to  suggest  the  cases  in  which  the  Pope  is  probably 
fallible,  whilst  dilating  upon  the  occasions  in  which  he  is 
certainly  infallible. 

What  I  would  maintain  against  you  is  the  necessity  of 
theological  tests  of  infallibility;  and  among  them  especially,  as 
an  essential  test,  that  of  definiteness.  A  certain  definite  proposi- 
tion must  be  expressed  (equivalently)  as  defide  Catholicd.  You, 
on  the  other  hand, demand  the  absolute  ohsequiMmJidei  to  a  great 
mass  of  pastoral  instmction,  referring  more  or  less  directly  to 
dogma,  morals,  and  religious  expediency,  and  with  multiform 
bearings  upon  the  questions  of  the  day;  and,  from  its  rhetorical 
form,  often  rendering  any  theological  analysis  impossible.  A 
theological  analysis  which  shall  reduce  such  a  pronouncement 
to  its  strictest  sense,  i.  e.,  the  narrowest  that  the  words  need 
bear,  as  theologians  treat  condemned  propositions,  is  absolutely 
necessary,  before  we  can  arrive  at  the  point  upon  which  our 
interior  assent  can  fall. 

Some  formal  tests  of  infallibility  are  absolutely  necessary. 
Those  I  have  given  are  fi'om  modern  authors  of  the  highest 
repute.  Surely,  until  other  tests  have  been  substituted  by 
authority,  Catholics  are  not  to  be  disquieted  who  use  these,  in 
order  to  determine  what  portions,  if  any,  of  a  Papal  document 
are  to  be  necessarily  accepted  with  an  absolute  interior  assent, 
what  with  loyal  submission,  and  with  that  degree  of  intel- 
lectual adherence  which  is  dictated,  according  to  circumstances, 
hy  the  pietasjidei.  Of  course,  a  far  more  generous  interpre- 
tation of  the  rhetorical  language  of  Encyclicals  is  admissible, 
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if  the  obligation  in  question  is  only   that   of  the    qualified 
adhereu ce  of  tli eple las  jidc I . 

You  r'-e  particularly  indignant  with  me  for  speaking  as  fol- 
lows (••  Idealism,"  p.  IS)  :—''  The  propositions  of  Encyclicals, 
so  far  as  I  am  acquainted  wiili  them,  do  not  enunciate  any  new 
truth,  or  even  any  logical  development  of  an  old  truth* ;-*'  and 
you  appeal  triumphantly  to  the  condemnations  of  Hermes 
and  Gunther.  Now,  my  whole  scope  shows  that  I  am  speaking 
of  the  general  character  of  Encyclic  inslruetion ;  I  am  not 
therefore  much  concerned  to  disprove  every  instance  to  the 
contrary.  Then  I  have  been  always  careful  to  distinguish 
the  condemnations  of  definite  propositions  from  instructions 
which  contain  no  formal  censure;  and  in  the  passage  you  have 
criticized,  I  am  considering  the  latter,  not  the  former.  With 
regard  to  the  particular  condemnations  to  which  you  refer, 
lean  only  say,  that,  as  far  as  I.  have  mastered  them,  they 
appear  to  me  rather  to  confirm  than  disturb  my  theory. 

Sundry  of  my  critics  have  made  it  a  matter  of  reproach 
that  I  have  not  spoken  of  Encyclicals  with  the  enthusiasm 
with  which  they  ought  to  inspire  a  loyal  Catholic.  My 
defence  is,  that  I  have  all  along  felt  that  enthusiastic  ex- 
pressions did  not  harmonize  wiLh  my  role  of  minimizer;  and, 
moreover,  it  has  been  my  special  object  to  protest  against  the 
tone  of  ^'  pious  excitement""  which  you  have  thought  fit  to 
adopt,  and  which  is  so  cruelly  distracting  where  you  profess 
to  be  laying  down  what  must  be  believed  in  order  to  salvation. 

This  much  I  may  fairly  say,  that  I  am  sure  no  Catholic 
can  study  the  Encyclicals  of  Popes,  without  a  great  accession 
of  reverence  and  devotion  towards  the  See  of  Peter. 

I  will  now  endeavour  to  bring  out,  as  clearly  as  I  can,  my 
view  as  to  the  minor  censures.  Theological  censures,  I  con- 
ceive, maybe  divided  into  two  broad  classes  :  those  that  imply 
falsity  in  faith  or  morals,  and  those  that  only  imply  danger  to 
faith  or  morals. 

The  first  class  consists  of  the  censure  heretical,  the  censure 

*  You  accuse  me  of  maintaining  that  Encyclicals  teach  nothing,  and  so  are  in 
fact  useless.     On  the  contrary,  the  passage  quoted  in  the  text  thus  concludes  : 
"  but  they  are  fresh  enunciations  of  an  old  truth,  with  a  special  significance,  in      t 
the  face  of  a  new  emergency."  f 
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erroneous,  and  all  such  censures  as  imply  a  logical  opposition, 
however  remote,  to  a  revealed  truth. 

The  second  class  includes  all  censures,  such  as  temerarious, 
scandalous,  j^^oxiinate  to  error,  which  do  not  of  themselves 
involve  the  falsity  of  the  propositions  to  which  they  are 
attached. 

I  accept  the  censures  of  the  first  class  as  strictly  infallible — 
as  so  many  forms  of  the  censure  heretical;  and  for  this  view, 
or  at  least  for  its  logical  basis,  I  have  produced  sundry 
unexceptionable  authorities. 

If  I  am  asked,  why  I  consider  that  the  same  assent  of  faith 
is  to  be  yielded  to  a  theological  conclusion  proposed  by  the 
Church,  as  the  contradictory  of  the  proposition  censured  as 
false  or  erroneotis,  that  is  yielded  to  the  directly  revealed 
premiss;  I  reply — 1st.  Because  such  a  theological  conclusion  is 
infallible,  not  qtid  conclusion ;  but  inasmuch  as  it  is  proposed 
by  the  Church  as  part  of  the  implicit  contents  of  the  revealed 
premiss.  It  does  not  depend  for  its  truth  upon  the  truth  of 
the  natural  minor,  any  more  than  the  truth  of  a  definition  of 
faith  depends  upon  the  truth  of  the  reasons  which  are  used  to 
recommend  it. 

2nd.  Because,  setting  aside  human  faith,  I  know  of  but 
one  assent  of  faith,  and  that  is  Divine  ;  and  of  but  one  motive 
and  ground  of  absolute  interior  assent,  and  that  is  the  autho- 
rity of  God.  I  know  of  no  ohjectum  materiale  fidei  but  the  Word 
of  God,  written  or  unwritten,  interpreted  by  the  Church. 

You  have  acknowledged  (Oct.  Dub.  1867,  p.  492)  the  exclu- 
sive correlativity  of  Fides  Divina  and  Revelation ;  will  you 
tell  me  with  what  fides  it  is  that  we  must  believe  what  is  not 
revealed?  You  remark  (ibid.)  that  none  of  my  authorities 
bear  me  out  in  my  assertion  that  the  sphere  of  infallibility 
does  not  extend  beyond  the  sphere  of  acts  of  faith.  May  I 
ask  you  what  sense  you  put  upon  these  words  of  Tanner 
(quoted  in  "  Idealism,^'  p.  64)  ? — "Nihil  est  de  fide  certum  nisi 
quod  divinitus  revelatum  est,  cum  revelatio  Divina  sit  totalis  et 
adaquata  ratio  omnis  assensus  et  certitudinis  fideiJ' 

But  I  will  not  insist  further  upon  mi/  authorities  :  let  me 
refer  you  to  one  of  your  own.  If  you  will  turn  to  Dr.  Murray's 
''  De  Ecclesia,''  Disp.  xvii.  p.  208,  you  will  see  that  he  dis- 
tinctly limits  the  sphere  of  infallibility  to  the  sphere  of  Divine 
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faith.  He  says,  "  Censeo  veritates  Catholicas  (non  revelatas) 
quatenus  in  iis  aliquid  credendum  proponitur,  credi  propter 
auctoritatem  Dei,  et  ergo  fide  Divina."'^ 

Surely  you  must  see  that  you  are  in  a  dilemma.  In  order 
to  maintain  your  extension  of  infallibility,  with  its  correlative 
obligation  of  absolute  interior  assent,  you  must  either,  with 
Dr.  Murray,  fly  in  the  teeth  of  the  whole  Schola  (cf . "  Idealism,^^ 
p.  44),  in  maintaining  that  Fides  Divina  extends  beyond  the 
sphere  of  revelation,  or  you  must  seriously  set  yourself  to 
bolster  up  the  paradox  of  Fides  Ecclesiastica,  a  faith  certain 
but  not  Divine. 

As  regards  minor  censures,  of  the  second  class,  I  have  ex- 
pressed myself  ("Idealism,"'  p.  52)  as  opining  that,  inasmuch  as 
they  did  not  necessarily,  involve  the  falsity  of  the  propositions 
to  which  they  were  attached,  they  did  not  fall  within  the 
sphere  of  strict  infallibility;  that  the  same  absolute  interior 
assent  was  not  demanded  to  the  justice  of  their  attribution 
that  was  demanded  to  the  attribution  of  the  censure  heretical. 

To  conceive  the  Church  failing  in  the  latter  case,  is  to 
impute  to  her  error  in  faith,  whilst  all  that  failure  in  the  former 
case  could  involve,  would  be  an  excess  of  precaution  in  warning 
the  faithful  against  a  form  of  thought  or  expression  which  was 
not  really  dangerous. 

Here  I  am  bound  to  confess  that,  not  only  has  this  view 
been  singled  out  as  the  special  object  of  attack  by  my  oppo- 
nents, who  have  insisted  upon  its  giving  the  specific  colouring 
to  my  whole  position,  but  it  has  been  made  a  subject  of  com- 
plaint by  my  friends.  Numbers  who  agree  with  me  on  every 
other  point  have  shrunk  from  fraternizing  with  one  who  is 
roundly  charged  with  denying  the  infallibility  of  the  minor 
censures,  and  is  supposed  to  make  light,  in  consequence,  of  the 
Bull  Unigenitus,  as  the  work  of  a  mere  "  Private  Doctor."^ 
"  Cxjpeccavi''  says  one.  "  Let  the  matter  quietly  drop,""  says 
another;  "it  is  of  no  importance  to  your  main  position."" 
I  will  do  what  I  can,  and  will  at  least  explain  why  I  cannot 
do  more. 

I  should  have  but  little  difficulty  in  adopting  the  theological 
opinion  which  regards  all  these  censures  as  involving  falsity, 
and  in  accepting  them  all  as  so  many  "definitiones  fidei.""  I 
think  the  ground  for  this  view,  both  in  reason  and  authority. 
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is  considerable.  But,  in  order  to  retract  to  any  purpose  for 
the  present  controversy^  I  mast  be  prepared,  not  only  to  dis- 
card the  view  I  Lave  put  ovij  as  the  less  probable,  which  I 
am  not  yet  convinced  of,  but  as  untenable  by  a  Catholic. 

This  I  cannot  do,  and  for  these  reasons :  Ist.  Because  the 
objections  brought  against  it  are  not  insurmountable.  2nd. 
Because  this  view,  or  rai.her  an  amplification  of  this  view,  is 
maintained  with  impunity  by  suniby  grave  theologians. 

Your  main  objections  to  the  view,  as  I  have  understood 
them,  are  these.  First  objecLion  : — "The  Bull  Unigenitus 
contains  many  of  these  minor  censures  of  the  second  class; 
and  it  is  regarded  as  a  reyula  fidei  which  all  C/atholics  must 
accept.  The  Bull  moreover  forbids  all  preaching,  teaching, 
holding  (sentire)  otherwise.'''' 

I  reply  that  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  these  terms, 
both  here  and  in  the  "  Auctorem  I'idei,''^  are  used  respective. 
You  will  no  doubt  be  shocked,  but  remember  that  you  and 
your  friends  do  not  pretend  that  the  term  "  sentire "  need 
apply  to  every  sentiment  in  the  Bull,  since  you  except  the 
preambles  and  obiter  dicta.  It  is  a  question  of  theological 
interpretation,  and  the  onus  pr  oh  and i  lies  with  you. 

Second  olijection: — "The  Bull '  Unigenitus'  is  a  condemna- 
tion in  yloho.  It  pronounces  of  no  definite  proposition  that 
it  is  heretical  J  err  07f  eons,  or  false — therefore  it  contains  no 
'  definition  of  faith  f  and  so,  if  the  Church  is  not  infallible  in 
all  the  censures,  the  ^Unigenitus'  must  be  rejected  as  wholly 
un  infallible.''' 

To  this  I  answer,  that  the  Bull  "Unigenitus,''  by  condemning 
in  glooOy  pronounces  that  a  certain  body  of  propositions — 
Quesnel's  Book,  in  fact— contains  various  errors  of  faith  and 
morals;  and  this  I  accept  as  a  "definition  of  faith" — and 
therefore  the  Bull  "  UmgeniLus""  is  a  reguh  fidei. 

TViib  regard  tx)  tlie  expression  in  the  Bull  "  Pastoralis 
Officii,"  to  the  effect  that  edch  proposition  merits  at  least  one 
of  the  censures  attached,  it  is  clear  that  the  Pope  is  merely 
giving  the  theological  explanation  of  the  term  "  respective,'^ 
and  not  defining  at  all. 

Third  objection  (see  Oct.  Dub.  p.  340)  :— The  Bull  of 
Martin  V.,  "  Inter  cunctas,"  1st,  calls  upon  all  Arch- 
bishops,  Bishops,   and    Inquisitors   to   account    as    heretics. 
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"  tanqiiam  hsereticos  judicare/^  all  who  shall  presume  to  lelieve 
the  propositions  condemned  by  the  Council  of  Constance 
respective  as  heretical,  erroneous,  temerarious,  &c. 

2nd,  In  the  Interrogatorium  which  it  prescribes  for  the 
discovery  of  heretics,  it  asks  (Sixthly)  whether  the  suspected 
man  believes  that  whatever  the  Council  has  condemned  as 
contrary  to  faith  and  good  morals  must  be  held  "  pro  con- 
demnato/'  (Eighthly)  whether  he  believes  that  the  said 
books  and  doctrines  are  perverse.  (Eleventhly)  whether  he 
(si  literatus)  believes  that  the  condemnatory  sentence  is  "  true 
and  Catholic  /''  viz.,  that,  of  the  condemned  propositions,  some 
are  heretical,  some  erroneous,  others  temerarious,  &c. 

I  reply  that  I  believe  the  Bull  "  Inter  cunctas "  to  be  no 
doctrinal  Bull  at  all,  inasmuch  as  it  has  not  one  word  of 
direct  doctrinal  instruction  in  it  from  beginning  to  end.  Its 
scope  is  purely  practical.  Schelstrate  (Cone.  Constant. 
Diss.  iii.  cap.  4)  calls  it  ''  Bulla  Executoria ;''  and  denies  that 
it  was  the  Bull  confirming  the  condemnations  of  the  Council 
of  Constance.  He  says,  moreover,  that  it  was  addressed 
"  Omnibus  Inquisitoribus  f  implying,  as  I  understand,  that 
it  was  addressed  to  the  Archbishops  and  Bishops,  solely  in 
their  capacity  of  Inquisitors.  The  Pope  therein  does  not 
condemn,  or  even  confirm  the  condemnation  of,  Wicklyffe  and 
Huss.  He  only,  to  use  your  own  word,  "  recites "  their 
condemnation,  for  the  practical  purpose  of  showing  the  In- 
quisitors upon  what  they  were  to  question  the  suspected. 

This  Bull,  then,  since  it  contains  no  direct  doctrinal  in- 
struction, no  more  stands  your  test  of  infallibility;  nay,  so 
far  as  you  have  adopted  Father  Schrader^s  test  (see  above), 
far  less,  than  the  Bull  of  Alexander  VI.,  which  (see  Bellarm. 
de  Rom.  Pont.,  lib.  v.,  cap.  1,  in  fin.)  was  undoubtedly  "in 
favorem  fidei  et  ad  salutem  animarum ;"  and  which  indirectly 
teaches  that  it  is  wrong  to  disbelieve  the  Pope^s  right,  as 
successor  of  St.  Peter,  to  give  away  America. 

But  even  if  the  Bull  can  be  regarded  as  in  some  sense 
doctrinal,  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  passages  upon 
w^hich  you  ground  your  objection  are  not  "direct  doctrinal 
instructions.^^  Now,  as  to  your  first  passage,  if  it  be  taken 
as  you  understand  it,  to  declare  those  to  be  heretics  who 
should  Ijelieve  any  one  of  the  censured  propositions,  it  would 

c 
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condemn  De  Liigo^s  opinion,  which  you  allow  to  be  tenable, 
quite  as  much  as  mine.  But  I  have  no  doubt,  myself,  that 
the  real  meaning  here  of  "tanquam  haereticos  judicetis^^  is 
not  ^^  you  are  to  account  as  heretics,^^  but  "  you  are  to  sit  in 
judgment  upon,  as  upon  heretics  /^  i.  e.,  try  in  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Courts ;  which  interpretation  is  confirmed  by  the  context, 
"et  velut  hsereticos  saeculari  Curiae  felinquatis.^^  If  your 
interpretation  were  correct,  not  only  the  believers  of  a  cen- 
sured proposition  would  be  declared,  ipso  facto,  heretics,  but 
all  the  other  persons  enumerated  with  them  as  w^ell ;  viz. 
their  fosterers,  and  even  those  vA\o  presume  "vitae  finem 
ipsorum  haeresiarcharum  publice  vel  occulte  pertinaciter  quo- 
modolibet  laudare "  (who  should  praise,  e.  g.,  the  bravery  of 
Huss  in  the  fire,  or  say  in  WicklyfFe^s  praise,  that  he  died 
sincerely  in  the  peace  of  the  Church),  w^hich  is  absurd.  As 
for  the  ^^  Interrogatorium,^''  it  is  still  more  certainly  not  a 
"  direct  doctrinal  instruction.^''  It  is  expressly  laid  down  in 
the  Bull,  that  the  "  Interrogatorium  ''■'  is  a  secret  instruction 
not  to  be  published;  and  it  is  purely  practical  throughout. 
Some  of  the  questions  in  it,  manifestly,  do  not  involve  sin  at 
all ;  e.  g.,  the  third  :  "  Utrum  post  mortem  eorum  (haeresiar- 
charum) pro  iisdem  seu  aliquo  eorum  oraverit/^  although 
no  doubt  such  a  practice,  in  those  times  at  least,  might,  not 
improbably,  argue  a  sympathy  with  the  condemned  doctrine. 

The  sixth  question  simply  asks  whether  what  the  Council 
has  condemned  is  to  be  held  as  condemned  '^  pro  condemnato,^^ 
which  is  to  ask  whether  the  Council  has  the  right  to  condemn. 

The  eighth  asks  generally  whether  the  books  and  doctrines 
are  perverse.  To  these  two  questions  I  hold  that  every 
Catholic  must  answer  in  the  affirmative. 

As  to  the  eleventh  question,  I  must  say  that  I  think  you 
have  missed  the  point  of  it.  It  is  addressed  particularly  to 
'Miterati.^^  Now,  as  you  understand  the  question,  there  is 
nothing  in  it  which  the  most  illiterate  might  not  answer,  and 
it  is  certainly  far  less  subtle  than  many  of  the  other  questions. 
But,  as  I  understand  it,  the  "  literatus "  is  to  be  asked  qua 
"  literatus,''  as  a  theologian,  whether  he  thinks  the  judgment 
of  the  Council — viz.,  a  certain  respective  attribution  of  cen- 
sures— is  "true  and  Catholic/'  i.e.,  what  is  the  conclusion, 
abstracting    from    the    authority    of   the    Council,   that   his 
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theology  has  brought  him  to? — and  this  with  the  object 
of  eliciting  his  theological  principles. 

I  do  not  deny  that  any  one  hesitating  to  admit  the  justice 
of  the  Churches  attribution  of  any  one  of  the  minor  censures 
would  fairly  lay  himself  open  to  the  suspicion  of  holding  false 
doctrine ;  nay,  more,  I  shall  even  have  occasion  to  profess  my 
belief  (vid.  infra)  that  no  one  could  be  practically  justified  in 
holding,  in  the  particular  case,  that  the  Church^'s  attribution 
of  a  minor  censure  was  unjust. 

As  to  the  retractation  which  you  say  was  required  of 
Jerome  of  Prague,  if  you  will  consult  "Labbe-'s  Concilia^'' 
(tom.  xvi.  col.  292,  se(i),  you  will  see,  that  there  is  no  proof 
whatever  that  this  retractation,  in  the  precise  form  in  which 
it  was  made,  was  reqicired  of  Jerome.  On  the  contrary,  he 
says  that  he  is  making  it  "  liber e  et  voluntarie.''^  There  is 
no  proof  that  any  part  of  it  was  dictated  to  him ;  part  of  it, 
from  its  subjective  character,  clearly  could  not  have  been 
dictated.  No  argument,  therefore,  can  be  grounded  upon  the 
particular  expressions.  At  the  same  time,  I  must  confess 
that  if  the  Council  had  dictated  it,  it  would  doubtless  have 
run  in  much  the  same  terms.  To  repeat  the  condemnation 
in  the  respective  form  in  which  it  was  pronounced  is  the 
natural  way  of  assenting  to  it ;  and  to  assent  to  it,  per  modum 
uniuSf  I  admit  to  be  a  Catholic^'s  duty.  Our  dispute  only 
regards  the  distribution  of  the  assent. 

I  may  be  permitted  to  observe,  that  a  stildy  of  the  acts  of 
the  Council  of  Constance  will  naturally  suggest  the  doubt, 
how  far  the  Churches  treatment  of  a  refractory  heretic  affords 
a  safe  criterion  of  theological  truth  :  "  cum  electa  electus  eris, 
et  cum  perversa  perverteris." 

I  now  come  to  an  objection  of  a  different  character.  It 
was  new  to  me,  and,  if  I  understand  you  rightly,  at  least 
in  its  integrity,  to  you.  We  owe  its  first  suggestion  and 
subsequent  enforcement  to  the  very  Rev.  Dr.  Gillow.  I 
return  him  my  sincere  thanks  for  the  information  it  embodies, 
although  he  discharged  it  at  me  after  his  wont  in  such 
matters  '\ 

^  I  could  have  wished,  that  a  gentleman  who  has  shown  himself  so  much  at 
home  with  theological  weapons,  had  refrained  from  what  I  must  call  an  appeal 
ad  s  implicit  at  em  auditorum.     In  one  of  his  letters,  he  insinuates  that  I  cannot 

c  2 
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Fourth  objection  : — The*  moral  theologians,  who  speak  of  the 
minor  censures,  all  express  themselves  to  the  effect  that  one 
who  should  hold  that  any  proposition  does  not  deserve  the 
censure  attached  to  it,  is  guilty  of  grave  sin. 

Now  it  is  quite  intelligible  that  theologians,  such  as  Viva  and 
St.  Alphonso,  who  regard  all  the  censures  as  involving  falsity 
in  fide,  should  take  this  view ;  but  the  remarkable  thing  is 
that  even  authors,  such  as  La  Croix  and  Renter,  who  hold, 
or  at  least  contemplate  the  holding,  that  a  censured  pro- 
position may  be  true,  still  condemn  as  guilty  of  grave  sin 
such  as  hold  the  injustice  of  its  condemnation. 

I  am  challenged  to  reconcile  this  fact  with  my  theory  of  the 
non-infallibility  of  certain  of  the  minor  censures. 

I  observe — 1st.  That  St.  Alphonso  and  those  theologians 
who  hold  the  necessary  falsity  of  all  censured  propositions, 
have  never  realized  my  position  in  the  form  in  which  I  have 
attempted  to  defend  it ;  neither  do  I  think  that  those  authors 
who  admit  the  possible  truth  of  a  censured  proposition  have 
precisely/  realized  it,  inasmuch  as,  when  speaking  of  the 
necessity  of  believing  the  justice  of  the  attribution  of  the 
minor  censures,  they  always  consider  all  the  censures  below 
heresy  together. 

2nd.  That  I  am  prepared  to  acquiesce  in  the  sentence  of 
moral  theologians,  to  the  extent  of  admitting  that  a  man 
would  commit  mortal  sin  who  should  Jiold  that  any  one  of 
the  censured  propositions —take,  for  instance,  a  proposition 
censured  as  '^  temerarious^' — did  not  merit  its  censure — at  least, 
at  the  time  when,  and  in  the  sense  in  which,  the  Church 
attached  it.  Of  course,  I  have  all  along  admitted  that  such 
a  person  would,  in  most  cases,  commit  mortal  sin;  inas- 
much as  the  pietas  fidei  imposes  an  obligation  of  assent,  in 
default  of  adequate  fundamenia  for  dissent,  the  existence 
of  which  is,  in  the  highest  degree,  unlikely.  ]iut  I  now  go 
further;  and,  whilst  maintaining  my  original  position  as  to  the 

profess  my  belief  in  "the  Holy  Catholic  Church,"  without  some  invali- 
dating reservation  in  behalf  of  certain  of  the  minor  censures.  1  might  question 
his  interpretation  of  this  article  of  the  creed  altogether  j  but  I  will  content  my- 
self with  asking,  whether  Dr.  Gillow  finds  it  necessary  to  exercise  any  mental 
reservation  with  regard  to  preamhles  and  ohiter  dicta.  My  interpretation  of  the 
Church's  teaching  may  be  strained ;  but,  as  long  as  I  regard  it  as  an  interpreta- 
tion, it  cannot  interfere  with  my  um-eserved  acceptance  of  her  authority. 
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non-infallibility  of  such  censures  as  do  not  involve  falsity, 
I  acknowledge  my  belief  that  such  contrary  funda- 
menta,  even  supposing  their  existence,  from  the  nature  of  the 
case,  cannot  be  discovered;  and,  therefore,  that  the  person 
in  question,  deliberation  supposed,  would  commit  mortal 
sin. 

The  Church,  when  she  censures  as  ^^  dangerous,^^  does  not 
propose  to  us  the  existence  of  any  positive  quality  in  the 
proposition  censured,  but  of  a  practical  ground  of  present 
suspicion,  and  her  right  to  suspect  under  the  circumstances, 
and  prohibit,  lest  evil  come  of  it.  Her  very  assertion  of 
the  danger  practically  creates  it — as  a  road  of  ill  repute 
is  dangerous,  and  must  be  avoided  as  dangerous,  by  the 
traveller,  under  inevitable  pain  of  folly,  unless  ho  has  solid 
foundation  for  thinking  the  ill  report  groundless.  But  in  the 
case  of  this  censure  of  the  Church,  not  only  human  likelihood 
urges  assent,  but  t^iQ  pietas  fidei — which  imposes  the  duty  of 
presuming  the  Church  right  until  proved  wrong,  or,  at  least, 
until  there  be  a  rational  ground  of  doubt.  Now,  I  certainly 
do  not  think  that  any  rational  ground  '*is  attainable  for  dis- 
believing that,  when  the  Church  attached  the  censure,  and  in 
the  sense  in  which  she  attached  it,  it  was  deserved ;  so  that 
the  contradictory  supposition  must  always  be  a  gratuitous 
offence  against  the  pietas  Jidei. 

You  stop  me  here  with  the  assertion  that  no  one  of  these 
censures  is,  by  any  possibility,  evanescent;  but  that  each 
necessarily  applies  for  all  time.  I  know  that  several  theo- 
logians so  think;  but  they  cannot  bring  one  particle  of 
proof  (cf.  "  Idealism,''  p.  51) .  The  term  "  irreformable,''  which, 
as  you  observe,  the  Popes  have  applied  to  such  pronounce- 
ments as  the  Bull  ^'^Unigenitus,''"'  even  if  such  documents  con- 
tained onl?/  minor  censures  of  the  second  class,  which  they  do 
not,  is  obviously  intended  to  bar  appeal  to  a  General  Council, 
by  insisting  that  the  Pope's  authority  is  supreme,  and  not 
subject  to  the  correction  of  any  other. 

Renter  (Prodrom.  Theol.  p.  21)  and  La  Croix  (1.  2  n.  204) 
say  of  a  proposition  censured  as  "  temerarious,"  that  to  judge 
it  true,  "  sine  nova  ratione  inventa,"  would  be  an  error  in 
faith.  But  what  is  this  but  saying  that  if  a  new  funda- 
mentum   be   found,  the   proposition   may   cease   even   to   be 
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temerarious,  since  want  of  foundation  is  of  the  very  essence 
of  temerariousness. 

I  think,  then,  that  looking  at  the  matter  practically,  from 
the  point  of  view  of  a  moral  theologian,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  a  person  who  should  hold  that  a  censured  proposition  did 
not  merit  its  censure  when  and  as  the  Church  attached  it,  even 
were  it  the  least  of  the  minor  censures,  would  sin  gravely  : 
because,  although  he  might  hold  that  it  was  not  certain  that 
the  Divine  gift  of  infallibility  extended  to  this  point,  still  a 
consideration  of  the  indefinite  nature  of  the  censure,  and  the 
almost  innumerable  senses  in  which  the  Church  may  have 
meant  it,  and  in  which  it  may  have  been  deserved,  would  pre- 
clude all  ground  of  a  contrary  judgment.  In  this  sense,  I  have 
no  difficulty  in  acknowledging  that  what  the  Pope  declares  to 
be  temerarious  is  temerarious,  what  scandalous,  scandalous,  &c. 

My  second  reason  for  not  retracting,  is,  that  there  are 
certain  theologians  who,  you  admit,  go  even  greater  lengths 
than  I  do,  with  impunity,  in  this  matter ;  although  you  make 
very  light  of  them  as  authorities. 

They  are  Holden,  whose  orthodoxy  on  this  point,  at  least, 
has  never  been  questioned  by  authority  ^ ;  Muratori,  for  the 
justification  of  whom  see  "  Idealism,"  p.  43 ;  and  Chrismann, 
who,  I  may  be  allowed  to  observe,  never  had  the  good  fortune 
to  be  a  pupil  of  Dr.  Dollinger,  as  you  have  called  him  (Doc- 
trinal Decisions,  p.  Ill),  seeing  that  he  was  a  venerable 
Franciscan  of  the  last  century.  His  "  Regula  Fidei''^  has 
been  published  as  recently  as  1854,  by  D.  Spindler,  Vicar 
Capitular  and  Ordinary  of  the  Bishop  of  Wiirzburg ;  and  again 
in  Migne^s  "  Cursus,"  as  the  model  treatise  of  its  class. 

I  differ  from  those  writers,  without  venturing  to  condemn 
them,  in  insisting  that  the  strict  infallibility  of  the  Church 
is  not  confined  to  the  censure  hereticaly  but  extends  to  all 
censures  involving  falsity  in  faith  and  morals,  and  to  dogmatic 
facts.  The  ground  of  their  not  acknowledging  the  strict  in- 
fallibility, even  of  the  censure  erroneous,  evidently  is  this,  that 
they  regard  the  truth  of  the  theological  conclusion  as  strictly 
conditioned  by  the  truth  of  a  minor,  which  is  neither  directly 

^  The  "  notorious  unsoundness  "  with  which  you  charge  Hohlen  has  at  least 
not  prevented  Cardinal  Wiseman  from  hsibitually  quoting  him  as  one  of  his 
standard  authorities.     (See  "  Essays  on  Various  Subjects,"  passim.) 
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nor  indirectly  revealed_,  from  wliicli  view  1  have  already  ex- 
pressed my  dissent. 

I  will  not  venture  to  assert  that  Ballerini  and  Capellari 
hold  my  view  as  to  the  minor  censures  of  the  second  class ; 
but  I  certainly  think  it  would  only  be  in  harmony  with  their 
general  theory^  if  they  did  so.  As  I  have  shown  above,  it 
would  in  no  way  interfere  with  their  regarding  the  Bull  "  Uni- 
genitus^"*  as  a  regula  fidei. 

I  think,  moreover,  that  no  one  can  read  the  passage  from 
Pallavicini,  which  I  quote  (^^ Idealism/^  p.  68),  without  seeing 
that  it  lends  considerable  colour  to  my  view.  For  it  main- 
tains that  the  condemnation  in  gloho,  which  says  that  each 
proposition  merits,  at  least,  one  of  the  censures  attached,  only 
means  to  declare  a  grave  suspicion  of  evil  j  but  if  this  be  so, 
in  certain  of  the  minor  censures,  the  existence  of  no  objective 
evil  quality  is  presented  to  us  for  our  absolute  interior  assent, 
but  only  the  Churches  right  to  suspect  and  warn,  and  the  fact 
that  she  does  suspect  and  warn  in  the  particular  instance. 

You  contend  (Oct.  Dub.  p.  347)  that,  even  if  certain  of  the 
minor  censures  do  not,  of  themselves,  involve  falsity,  yet  the 
Church  herself  may  teach  in  this  or  that  particular  case,  the 
falsity  of  the  propositions  to  which  she  attaches  them.  Cer- 
tainly, I  reply,  by  attaching  the  additional  censure  of  "  false 
in  faith  or  morals.-'^  The  mere  fact  of  the  Pope  designating 
the  propositions  he  has  condemned,  by  the  common  name  of 
^^  errors,''^  such  as  "  Syllabus  Errorum,-'-'  proves  nothing. 
Surely,  this  is  no  definition ;  by  what  other  general  name 
could  the  Pope  designate  his  condemnations  ?  The  propositions 
of  Luther,  condemned  in  the  ^^  Exurge  Domine,^^  are  charac- 
terized in  the  same  way  as  ^^  errors.''"'  You  draw  attention  to 
this  (Oct.  Dub.  p.  356)  by  speaking  of  the  thirty- third  con- 
demned ^^  error.-'-'  Now  Pallavicini  is  speaking  precisely  of  these 
very  condemnations  in  the  passage  quoted  {^^  Idealism,-'-'  p. 
68),  and  you  have  acknowledged  (Letter,  p.  25)  that  I  have 
rightly  interpreted  him  as  denying  that  every  proposition  is 
condemned  as  false,  i.  e.,  that  it  is,  strictly  speaking,  an 
"  error .•'■' 

And  here  it  is  necessary  that  I  should  say  what  I  have  to 
say,  upon  a  point  which  has  excited  some  controversy.  I 
attempted  ("Idealism,^^  p.  53)  to  prove  the  non  sequitur  of  a 
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summary  process^  by  which  you  would  establish  your  position 
as  to  the  minor  censures,  upon  a  priori  grounds.  My  attempt 
has  been  accepted  by  some  as  a  successful  "  reductio  ad  ab- 
surdum/^  whilst  others,  with  you,  reject  it  as  a  simple  "igno- 
ratio  elenchi."  You  complain  (Oct.  Dub.,  p.  366),  if  I  under- 
stand you,  that  I  had  no  right  to  deal  with  this  process  of 
yours  by  itself,  as  independent  of  the  general  body  of  your 
argument.  Now,  on  the  contrary,  I  maintain  that  the  passage 
I  have  criticized  is  essentially  isolated.  You  profess  to  deal 
therein  with  your  opponents  in  a  summary  manner;  you 
ascend  the  judgment-seat;  the  culprits  are  brought  before 
you ;  one  after  another,  a  few  searching  questions  are  put,  to 
which  you  demand  a  categorical  answer.  Each  step  of  forced 
admission  grounds  a  fresh  consequence,  which  again  must  be 
admitted;  until  the  wretched  men  are  finally  landed  in  a 
position,  in  which  they  can  only  escape  concluding  against 
themselves,  by  unworthy  outcries  and  abuse ;  and  so  they 
vanish,  "  nemine  contradicente,^^  into  the  ideal  limbo. 

Taking  these  personages  exactly  as  they  stand  in  your  pages, 
I  must  confess  that  they  deserve  their  fate — for  their  stupidity, 
if  for  nothing  else.  If  you  must  make  Guy  Fawkes  repre- 
sentations of  your  enemies,  you  should  at  least  have  them 
decently  stuffed. 

Looking  at  your  argument  as  distinct  from  its  dramatic 
form,  I  deny  that  it  is  really  conclusive;  i.e.,  that  it  establishes 
as  a  certainti/,  that  the  Church  is  strictly  infallible  in  condemn- 
ing as  unsound  such  tenets  as  are  not  logically  opposed  to  the 
depositum.  I,  of  course,  allow  that  no  true  tenet,  rightly 
understood,  can  inevitably  result  in  heresy,  if  by  inevitable 
result  be  understood  necessary  (logical)  result;  but  you  have 
pointedly  distinguished  the  two  expressions,  in  the  original 
passage.  I  was  warranted,  then,  in  understanding  inevitable 
as  something  less  than  necessary.  So  regarding  it,  I  gave  you 
an  example  of  a  tenet,  which,  taking  human  nature  as  it  is, 
will  inevitably  produce  its  brood  of  evil ;  but  which  the  Church 
cannot  condemn  as  erroneous  and  unsound,  since  it  is  really 
true ;  although  the  Church  could  no  otherwise  pluck  out  the 
root  of  the  mischief,  and  so  expel  it  from  the  minds  of  the 
faithful. 

Infallibility,  i.e.,  a  certain  range  of  infallibility,  has  been 
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given  to  the  Church,  in  order  to  preserve  the  depositiim. 
What  its  precise  extent  is,  beyond  a  certain  point,  we  do  not 
know.  We  cannot  argue  with  certainty  that  the  Church  is 
infalUble  in  this  or  that,  becatise,  otherwise,  great  mischief  of 
one  kind  or  another  will  inevitably  befall  the  depositum,  i.e., 
its  possible  or  actual  recipient,  in  its  regard.  For  the  Church 
is  notoriously  not  infaUible,  in  many  cases,  in  which  nothing 
but  her  being  infallible  could  save  the  depositum  from  great 
mischief,  e.g.  in  her  excommunications,  reasons  for  her  decisions, 
&c.  And  again,  she  acknowledges  by  her  silence  her  absolute 
fallibility  in  many  matters,  in  which  infallibility  alone  could 
avert  dangers  otherwise  inevitable.  She  does  her  Master's 
work  in  the  way  in  which  He  would  have  it  done.  Your  argu- 
ment, as  a  form  of  the  optimistic  argument  ''  What  is  best, 
is,'-*  has  no  place  here  as  a  certain  argument. 

I  will  now  consider  two  points,  which  naturally  connect 
themselves  with  the  subject  of  the  minor  censures :  the  cha- 
racter of  the  Church's  pronouncements  "  in  re  philosophica  f 
and  the  force  and  significance  of  the  expression  "  indirect  or 
mediate  connexion  with  the  depositum.'' 

In  the  Buhlin  Review  for  October  (pp.  356—360),  you  dis- 
cuss the  Church's  power  of  pronouncing  infallibly  upon  philo- 
sophical questions.  It  of  course  follows,  even  from  my 
principles,  as  you  have  observed,  that  the  Church  has  the 
power  of  infallibly  pronouncing  upon  a  proposition  of  philo- 
sophy, so  far  as  it  is  identical  with,  or  directly  contradicts  a 
proposition,  either  directly  or  indirectly  revealed.  But  I  deny 
that  the  Church  is  able  to  pronounce  infallibly  the  falsity  of  a 
philosophical  tenet,  except  as  the  contradictory  of  a  revealed 
proposition.  I  should,  therefore,  with  my  friend  the  "  Roman 
Doctor,"  be  inclined  to  demur  at  your  expressions,  "  the  Church 
teaches  philosophical  truth."  "  A  vast  mass  of  philosophical 
truth  was  taught  by  the  condemnations  of  Hermes  and  Gun- 
ther,"  as  strained  and  calculated  to  mislead.  Out  of  the  whole 
mass  of  philosophical  condemnations,  I  believe  there  are  com- 
paratively few  which  yield  positive  practical  guidance  to  the 
Catholic  philosopher  \  They  are  rather  lights,  warning  him 
from  collision  with  a  higher  power. 

'  If  it  were  so,  we  should,  by  this  time,  have  got  a  philosophy.    Where  is  it? 
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Moreover,  truth  that  science  does  not  win,  is  improperly- 
called  scientific  truth.  Let  me  take  an  example.  A  boy  has 
a  long  sum  to  do ;  when  finished,  as  he  thinks,  he  takes  it  up 
to  his  master ; .  it  is  wrong-,  he  receives  a  tremendous  cut 
across  the  shoulders,  and  his  slate  is  thrown  at  his  head.  Now, 
would  it  not  be  rather  hyperbolical — nay,  would  it  not  be 
simply  untrue,  even  if  the  sum  represented  the  whole  of  arith- 
metic— to  say  that  a  vast  mass  of  arithmetical  truth  had  been 
taught  ?  Or,  to  take  a  more  sober  simile ;  suppose  a  philo- 
sopher has  started  a  theory,  according  to  which,  if  correct,  a 
certain  succession  of  phenomena  will  occur.  Now,  if  expe- 
rience does  not  confirm  the  theory ;  if  nature,  contrary  to  her 
wont  in  scientific  hands,  makes  no  sign,  offers  no  suggestion, 
can  such  a  one  be  fairly  said  to  have  made  an  important 
acquisition  in  scientific  truth  ? 

If  on  one  side  these  examples  are  extravagant,  which  I  do 
not  deny,  on  the  other,  they  do  my  case  imperfect  justice. 
The  unsympathizing  master  is  at  least  aiming  at  the  instruc- 
tion of  his  pupil ;  the  scope  of  both  is  the  same.  Experience, 
under  the  least  favourable  circumstances,  is  still  the  natural 
and  necessary  mistress  of  physical  science.  But  the  Church, 
in  her  philosophical  condemnations,  cares  nothing  for  philo- 
sophical truth  as  such.  She  represents  a  higher  interest,  to 
which  every  other  must  give  way.  Two  rival  systems  of 
philosophy  are  struggling  for  pre-eminence.  The  one  that  is 
the  truest,  the  one  that  bears  within  it  the  true  germ  of  all 
philosophic  growth  and  movement,  and  which  is  one  day  to 
prevail — from  the  very  fact  that  it  is  living,  and  not  mechani- 
cal— is  the  more  open  to  dangerous  error,  in  that  portion  of  the 
intellectual  field  which  philosophy  and  theology  have  in  com- 
mon. Although  its  chariot  wheel  does  but  graze  the  car  upon 
which  the  Church  sits  enthroned ;  although  its  theological  error 
is  so  slight,  viewed  as  men  view  it,  and  the  philosophic  truth 
it  carries  so  great  and  so  important;  yet  the  erring  wheel  is 
broken  and  the  chariot  overthrown ;  whilst  the  rival  system, 
shallow  and  safe,  glides  smoothly  on  upon  the  other  side,  tri- 
umphant. What  matters  it  to  the  Church,  that  the  hopes  of 
philosophy  are  for  the  time  checked !  Her  office  is  to  preserve, 
at  any  cost,  each  particle  of  religious  truth  entrusted  to  her. 
Between  her  truth  and  other  truth,  so  far  as  it  is  truth,  God, 
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in  His  own  good  time,  will  effect  reconciliation,  giving  to  each 
its  complement. 

Even  as  regards  her  own  theology,  it  has  been  remarked 
that  the  Church  has  frequently  smitten  the  forerunners  and 
heralds  of  a  new  development  of  dogma  or  discipline,  men  of 
keen  minds,  with  the  genius  of  anticipation,  but  whose  zeal 
was  not  according  to  knowledge ;  and  who,  in  their  impatient 
worship  of  the  new,  forgot  their  reverence  for  the  old.  And 
some  of  these  have  wholly  fallen  away  and  become  heretics, 
leaving  the  work,  for  which  they  were  not  worthy,  to  other 
hands.  So  cautious  ever  is  the  Church,  so  jealous  of  the  wild 
intellect  of  man,  which  she  addresses  with  blows  rather  than 
with  words.  She  will  not  condescend  to  argue  or  to  explain;  she 
will  not  clothe  herself  with  the  philosopher's  pallium;  or,  if  she 
does,  it  straightway  becomes  a  cope  broidered  with  mystic 
characters,  which  has  a  new  significance,  of  which  the  old  was 
but  a  type  and  shadow. 

I  am  not  saying  that  the  philosopher  can  never  gain  anything 
from  his  condemnation ;  and  that,  not  merely  as  a  man  with  a 
supernatural  end  identical  with  that  of  the  Church,  but  even 
qua  philosopher.  But  he  must  have  nerve  enough  to  set  himself 
to  analyse  precisely  the  extent  of  the  Church's  condemnation, 
so  as  to  preserve  his  original  system,  to  the  full  extent  that  the 
Church  will  allow  him.  If,  however,  he  falls  into  the  mistake 
of  supposing  that  the  Church  is  teaching  philosophy,  the  dan- 
ger will  be,  that,  if  a  good  Catholic,  he  will  throw  himself  into 
the  opposite  system,  and  so  embrace  a  vast  mass  of  tenets 
which,  whilst  theologically  safe,  are,  some  of  them,  philo- 
sophically false. 

As  to  the  condemnations  of  Hermes  and  Gunther,  by  the 
Congregations  of  the  Inquisition  and  Index,  I  have  no  doubt 
that  they  were  in  all  respects  true  and  just.  I  simply  do  not 
know  whether  they  were  infallible  *.  Pius  IX.,  in  the  ^^  Exi- 
miam,''  does  indeed  characterize  the  decree  of  the  Index  con- 
demning Gunther  as  "Decretum  nostra  auctoritate  sancitum, 
nostroque  jussu  vulgatum  ;"  but  the  decree  of  the  Index  con- 
demning Copernicanism  as  contrary/  to  Scripture,  is  qualified  by 


«  "  Infallible,"  i.  e.,  belonging  to  a  class  of  document  necessarily  (ex  promis 
sione  Christi)  in  all  respects  true  and  just. 
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Bellarmine,  Fromond^  and  you,  as  "  a  Declaration  of  Ms  Holi- 
ness/' a  decree  "examined,  ratified ,  authorized  hy  the  Poj)e"  and, 
by  you  at  least,  as  " doctrinal* J' 

None  of  the  examples  you  have  brought  forward  of  the 
Churches  pronouncements,  "  in  re  philosophica,"  as  far  as  I  can 
make  out,  militate  against  my  position  in  the  least;  on  the 
contrary,  they  confirm  it.  I  have  admitted  that  the  Church 
may  infallibly  condemn  such  philosophical  errors  as  lead,  by  a 
necessary  consequence,  to  a  denial  of  a  revealed  truth ;  but  I 
maintain  that,  strictly  speaking,  such  a  condemnation  is 
theological,  rather  than  philosophical;  the  Church  condemns 
the  philosophical  error,  only  as  the  contradictory  of  the  theo- 
logical truth. 

You  tell  me  that  John  XXII.  condemned  Echard's  philoso- 
phical reason  for  the  eternity  of  creation.  Here  is  the 
proposition  as  given  by  Denzinger,  "  Quod  Deus  non  potuit 
primo  producere  mundum,  quia  res  non  potest  agere  antequam 
sit ;  unde  quam  cito  Deus  fait,  tam  cito  mundum  creavit.^' 
Echard^s  philosophical  reason,  such  as  it  is,  for  his  error,  is  "quia 
res  non  potest  agere  antequam  sit  ^^ — an  innocent  truism  which 
I  can  hardly  think  you  suppose  the  Pope  meant  to  condemn. 
When  a  complex  proposition  is  condemned,  it  is  never  understood 
that  each  separate  sentence  is  necessarily  condemned.  If  the 
philosophical  reason,  whilst  materially  false,  had  been  formally 
true,  it  might  doubtless  have  been  condemned  as  a  theological 
error ;  as  it  is,  as  far  as  this  condemnation  is  concerned,  it  is 
simply  let  alone. 

The  example  upon  which  you  lay  the  greatest  stress,  is  that 
of  the  condemnation  by  the  Council  of  Vienne,  of  "every 
position  denying  or  throwing  doubt  upon  the  proposition  that 
the  substance  of  the  anima  intellectiva  is,  per  se  and  essentially, 
the  form  of  the  body.-*^ 

Upon  this,  I  observe,  that  such  obnoxious  position  is  pro- 
nounced  erroneous,   and   its  assertor  a  heretic.      Here  then. 


»  I  would  submit,  although  wath  great  deference,  as  knowing  very  little  of 
the  subject,  whether  the  immediate  scope  of  the  decrees  of  the  Kouian  Congrega- 
tions is  not  always  rather  disciplinary  than  doctrinal,  and  the  doctrinal  state- 
ments are  not,  however  solemn  and  important,  still  technically  preambles  and 
obiter  dicta.  If  so,  the  Pope's  identifying  himself  with  the  decree  would  not 
alter  its  essential  character. 
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however  we  may  explain  the  philosophical  form  of  the  con- 
demnatioii;  we  must  both  of  us  admit  that  it  is  no  condemnation 
of  a  merely  philosophical  thesis,  no  mere  removal  of  a  philoso- 
phical stumbhng-block  from  the  path  of  theology;  but  the 
condemnation  of  the  contradictory  of  a  truth  at  least  implicitly 
revealed.  The  Carmelite  Guido  (apud  Rinald.  tom.  iv.  p.  560) 
gives  a  long  list  of  revealed  truths  which  such  erroneous  posi- 
tion denies. 

I  think  the  readers  of  your  article  upon  "  Dr.  Pusey  and  the 
Syllabus'^  will  be  struck  with  the  unusual  care  you  have 
taken,  to  express  yourself  as  not  extending  the  infallibility  of 
the  Church  beyond  such  propositions  as  are  at  least  indirectly 
connected  with  the  depositum. 

Here,  as  far  as  words  go,  you  and  I  are  at  one.  But  I  am 
afraid  that  our  agreement  is  not  more  than  verbal.  I,  by  the 
term  ^^  indirectly  connected"  mean  mediately  connected  in  lined 
recta,  the  logical  and  physical  out-come  of  the  depositum.  You, 
if  I  understand  you  rightly,  would  include  under  the  expression 
'^  indirectly  connected,"  all  propositions,  the  approval  or  con- 
demnation of  which  w^ould  conduce,  however  remotely  and 
slightly,  to  the  maintenance  of  the  depositum.  I  think  that 
this  is  dispensing  with  the  necessity  of  any  real  connexion 
with  the  depositum  at  all,  and  removes  all  objective  limit  to 
the  Church's  infallibility. 

I  have  admitted  that  the  Church  is  infallible  as  regards  such 
facts  as  necessarily  enter  into  the  concrete  realization  of  her 
dogma  :  inasmuch  as  such  infallibility  is  involved  in  the  very 
idea  of  her  indefectibility.  But  I  do  not  believe  that  she  has 
ever  claimed  the  power  of  infallibly  pronouncing  the  truth  or 
falsity  of  a  proposition,  merely  because  the  decision  would  be  to 
the  indirect  advantage  of  the  depositum,  would  be  the  most 
effectual,  nay,  the  only  effectual  means  of  removing  a  danger 
to  the  faith.  She  may  recommend  such  a  proposition  to  the 
faithful  as  the  more  probable,  or  she  may  warn  them  against 
it  as  dangerous,  even  perhaps  to  the  extent  of  affixing  certain 
of  the  minor  censures  which  do  not  involve  falsity. 

I  know  we  should  be  rash  in  imposing  our  theory  of  ex- 
pediency upon  the  Church ;  and  that  we  cannot  conclude  that 
where  she  does  not  define,  she  has  not  the  power.  But  still,  if 
expediency  were  the  only  limit  to  her  power,  is  it  possible,  in 
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innumerable  instances,  to  account  for  her  silence?  What  means 
the  Church's  profession  "  Ecclesia  non  judicat  de  internis,'''  if 
not  this  ?  Is  it  not  in  the  highest  degree  expedient  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  faith,  that  it  should  not  be  thought  that 
the  Church  is  exposed  to  the  dangerof  cutting  off  from  herself  a 
sound  member  ?  Would  it  not  be  well,  if,  instead  of  merely- 
condemning  Quesnel's  93rd  proposition  in  sensu  auctoris,  i.  e., 
in  its  application  to  himself  and  his  brother  Jansenists,  she  had 
been  able  to  pronounce  confidently  "that  Jesus  had  never 
cause  to  heal  a  wound  inflicted  by  His  chief  pastor  ?  " 

Let  me  give  one  more  example.  It  is  notorious  that  modern 
physicians  generally  regard  fasting  as  an  exercise,  on  the  whole, 
prejudicial  to  the  health ;  whilst  the  physicians  of  the  middle 
ages  accounted  it  most  healthful;  and,  indeed,  as  a  great  means 
for  securing  longevity  (See  Lessius'  "  Hygiasticon''') .  The  pre- 
vailing opinion  doubtless  causes  numbers  of  people  to  neglect  a 
most  salutary  form  of  mortification,  to  their  grievous  spiritual 
loss;  it  would  be  immensely  for  the  indirect  advantage  of 
religion  and  morals,  if  the  Church  could  condemn  the  modern 
view ;  and  it  would  be  most  beneficial  for  the  quieting  of  con- 
sciences, if  she  could  infalKbily  declare  whether  the  mediaeval 
or  the  modern  view  is  right — which  at  this  moment  expresses 
the  rule,  which  the  exception.  That  the  Church  keeps  silence 
on  such  matters,  is,  I  believe,  simply  because  she  acknowledges 
them  to  be  external  to  her  sphere. 

In  a  recent  letter  to  the  Tablet,  I  asserted  the  main  question 
between  us  to  be  this  :  ^  Must  we  believe,  under  2)am  of  mortal 
sin,  your  thesis,  viz..  All  the  direct  doctrinal  instructions  of 
all  Encyclicals,  and  of  letters  to  individual  bishops,  and 
Allocutions,  published  by  the  Pope,  are,  ipso  facto,  infallible  V 
I  understand  that,  whilst  admitting  that  I  have  stated  your 
thesis  correctly,  you  demur  at  my  regarding  it  as  the  main 
point  at  issue  between  us.  You  urge  that  my  main  proposition, 
the  foundation  upon  which  my  theory  rests,  is  that  which  asserts 
the  exclusive  correlativity  of  infallibility  and  Divine  faith. 
You  seem  to  forget  that  it  is  you  who  are  on  your  defence, 
not  I.  The  real  point  which  concerns  the  Catliolic  public,  is 
not  the  theological  accuracy  of  an  obscure  writer  like  myself, 
but  whether  you,  from  the  "  elevated  platform  of  the  historic 
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Dublin/'  from  the  Cathedra  of  our  one  Quarterly/,  are  not  im- 
posing upon  your  fellow  Catholics  as  binding  under  mortal  sin 
what  is  not  so  binding. 

I  believe  I  have  given,  in  the  course  of  the  controversy,  a 
very  solid  foundation,  both  in  reason  and  authority,  for  regard- 
ing your  thesis,  independently  of  its  obligatory  qualification, 
as  untrue.  But,  however  this  may  be,  I  am  certain  that  I 
have  at  least  shown  that  its  truth  or  falsity  is  at  present  what 
is  technically  called  an  open  question. 

You  have  no  more  right  to  charge  such  of  your  fellow 
Catholics  as  reject  your  thesis,  with  mortal  sin  even 
material,  than  a  Thomist  would  have  a  right  so  to  stigmatize 
a  Molinist.  The  Thomist  could  not  do  otherwise  than  admit, 
that  if  the  Molinist  saw  that  the  position  he  was  occupying 
logically  issued  in  Pelagianism,  as  clearly  as  he  the  Thomist 
did,  he  would  be  guilty  of  formal  mortal  sin  in  occupying  it ; 
therefore  he  must  admit  that  the  Molinist  is  anyhow  in 
material  mortal  sin,  and  only  saved  by  his  invincible  ignorance. 
The  truth  is,  we  none  of  us  can  afford  entirely  to  dispense  with 
the  plea  of  invincible  ignorance.  Of  the  various  contradictory 
theological  opinions  tolerated  in  the  Church,  the  one  or  the 
other  must  be  materially  an  error  in  fide;  and  we  are  only 
excused  from  mortal  sin  in  holding  such  an  error,  by  our 
ignorance  that  it  is  one.  The  practice  of  stigmatizing  such 
opinions  as  heretical  or  sinful,  even  with  the  understanding  or 
explanation  that  it  is  only  a  question  of  material  sin,  has  been 
frequently  disapproved  by  the  Church,  even  when  the  expression 
has  been  confined  to  the  Schools,  where,  if  regarded  as  un- 
mannerly, it  has  at  least  been  understood.  It  has  been  reserved 
for  you,  as  far  as  I  know,  to  translate  it  into  the  vernacular, 
and  make  it  familiar  to  the  mouths  and  ears  of  Catholics. 
You  are  justified  in  calling  us  material  sinners,  only  upon  a 
supposition,  which  would  not  only  justify  you  in  treating  us 
as  formal  sinners,  but  would  compel  you  to  do  so;  and  that 
supposition  is  that  your  thesis  has  been  defined  by  the  Church. 
That  it  has  not  been  defined,  totidem  verbis,  you  yourself  admit. 
Would  it  not,  then,  at  any  rate,  be  more  prudent  and  more  in 
accordance  with  Catholic  practice,  since  you  are  imposing 
your  doctrine  under  anathema,  if  you  were  to  confine  yourself 
strictly  to  the  language  of  the  Church?    But  has  it  been  defined 
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equivalently  ?  Surely  your  most  devoted  partizan  cannot  main- 
tain that  you  have  proved  such  equivalent  definition. 

On  the  supposition  that  you  had  proved  the  infallibility  of 
all  the  minor  censures  of  the  second  class,  — of  the  Mirari  Vos, 
Quanta  Cura,  and  Syllabus, — you  would  still  have  something 
to  do  before  you  could  establish  your  thesis,  even  as  far  as 
Encyclicals  proper  are  concerned  ;  and  then,  beyond  this 
again,  would  still  lie  untouched,  the  Allocutions  and  Letters 
published  by  the  Pope. 

You  have  reprobated  unequivocally,  though  courteously, 
what  you  have  termed  the  "  irrelevant  personality "  of  my 
pamphlet.  Now,  it  is  precisely  upon  its  personality — or 
rather,  upon  the  cause  of  that  personality — that  I  justify  my 
having  written  it  at  all.  I  have  always  considered  the  public 
discussion  of  a  question  such  as  ours,  exceedingly  unadvisable. 
I  am  profoundly  conscious  of  my  inferiority  to  you  in  theolo- 
gical knowledge,  literary  power,  and  merit  before  God  and 
man.  The  one  motive  which  has  been  strong  enough  to 
make  me  write  against  you,  is  my  conviction  that  you  are — 
however  unconsciously — committing  a  great  and  most  mis- 
chievous offence,  in  trying  to  impose  a  burden  upon  Catholics 
which  the  Church  has  never  imposed,  and  thus  putting 
obstacles  in  the  way  of  those  who  are  approaching  her. 
Whilst  I  give  you  full  credit  for  the  generous  enthusiasm 
which  dictates  every  word  you  write,  I  must  confess  that  I 
look  upon  its  practical  working  with  simple  horror. 

You  urge  that  you  do  not  stand  alone;  that  I  have  no  right 
to  regard  your  view  as  idiosyncratic,  and  invent  a  theory  to 
account  for  it,  seeing  that  it  is  shared  by  other  distinguished 
Catholics.  Now,  I  never  dreamed  of  denying  that  various 
portions  of  your  thesis  are  held  by  numbers  of  Catholics  as  a 
theological  opinion.  But  I  thought  when  I  first  wrote — and 
I  think  still — that  the  number  of  those  who  hold  your  whole 
thesis,  together  with  its  obligatory  qualification,  is  exceedingly 
small  \     "I  agree  with  Dr.  Ward,'^  you  may  hear  many  say ; 

'  You  must  liave  been  very  hard  pressed,  before  you  could  have  attempted 
to  support  your  dogmatism  upon  the  words  of  the  Archbishop  of  Westminster, 
quoted  in  p.  14  of  your  "  Letter."  Surely  there  is  some  diflference  between 
*•  Such  are  the  terms  in  which  those  I  am  used  to  deal  with  express  themselves," 
and  your  brand  of  mortal  sin  upon  dissentients. 
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''  but,  of  course,  it  is  an  open  question/'  Although  a  small 
minority  may  hold  identically  your  view,  it  may  still  be 
interesting  to  inquire  how  you  came  to  possess  the  view, 
or  rather,  it  to  possess  you,  in  such  sort  that  you  should 
enunciate  it  in  so  singular  and  unprecedented  a  manner,  in  the 
pages  of  a  secular  periodical. 

You  think  that  you  sufficiently  rebut  my  charge  of  Idealism 
by  replying  that,  on  the  contrary,  your  main  argument  has 
ever  been  that  of  authority,  not  that  of  a  priori  necessity. 
But  the  very  form  Idealism  would  take,  where  authority  is  its 
subject  matter,  is  precisely  that  of  an  exaggerated  interpreta- 
tion of  formulae.  For  instance,  the  monarchical  idealist  would 
idealize  in  the  form  of  an  over-literal  interpretation  of  the 
formulae  of  royal  authority. 

I  do  not  think  even  the  little  piece  of  autobiography  which 
you  have  given  us  (p.  15.  of  your  ^^  Letter  ■'■')  is  really  incon- 
sistent with  my  theory.  A  natural  development  may  be 
thwarted  for  a  time  by  accidental  circumstances.  Moreover, 
I  have  perfectly  recognized  that  your  tendency  to  exaggerate 
authority,  arises,  in  part,  at  least,  from  an  ascetic  principle. 
That  you  have  naturally  liberal  aspirations,  I  have  hinted  when 
speaking  of  your  sympathy  with  Mr.  Mill ;  when  your  con- 
science required  you  to  bring  these  into  subjection,  doubtless 
the  effort  that  it  cost  you  was,  in  part,  the  cause  that  the 
sacrifice  was  so  complete. 

The  fact,  that  you  cannot  bear  to  regard  the  instrument  of 
your  subjection  under  any  circumstances,  in  any  other  light 
than  that  of  the  vehicle  of  a  new  truth,  witnesses  curiously  to 
your  natural  intellectualism. 

There  is  nothing  absurd  in  the  supposition  that  a  writer  who 
has  treated  intellect  with  such  exceptional  discourtesy,  has  done 
so  because  he  had  only  too  much  reason  to  fear  her  attractions 

I  would  not  for  the  world  criticize  rudely  what  is  morally 
so  respectable.  I  only  complain  that  you  should  insist  so 
peremptorily  upon  inflicting  upon  your  neighbour  a  discipline 
which  you  have  found  beneficial  for  yourself.  One  might 
discover  a  parallel  in  the  case  of  a  zealous  monk,  who,  having 
escaped  shipwreck  in  the  world,  only  by  flying  from  it,  should 
insist  upon  all  his  brothers  and  sisters  becoming  monks  and 
nuns  also. 
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You  have  put  forward  in  your  "Letter/^  as  the  one 
practical  difference  between  a  Catholic  who  should  reject  tlie 
infallibility  of  the  definition  which  declared  Mary  Immaculate, 
and  one  who  should  reject  the  infallibility  of  any  of  the 
doctrinal  instructions  embraced  in  your  thesis,  this :  viz.,  that 
the  latter  is  more  likely  to  be  saved  from  formal  sin  by  invin- 
cible ignorance  than  the  former  ^. 

You  say  that  a  Catholic  who  should  disbelieve  the  Immacu- 
late Conception,  would  be,  at  least,  a  material  heretic.  But 
what  are  the  conditions  which  alone  could  make  his  heresy 
merely  material?  Utter  obtuseness,  or  complete  isolation. 
One  or  other  of  these  conditions  you  must  require  before  the 
mortal  sin,  which  you  suppose  involved  in  the  rejection  of 
your  thesis,  can  be  regarded  as  merely  material.  Isolation  is 
out  of  the  question ;  others  have  access  to  the  same  documents 
with  you — they  are  public  property.  The  promulgation  neces- 
sary before  law  can  be  law,  must  appeal  to  the  universal 
intelligence,  or  it  is  no  promulgation  at  all.  And  yet,  when 
your  acquittal  of  me  from  the  guilt  of  mortal  sin  is,  from  the 
nature  of  the  case,  tantamount  to  an  imputation  of  folly,  you 
are  blandly  surprised  at  my  indignation. 

When  you  urge  your  thesis,  under  pain  of  mortal  sin,  you 
either  mean  what  the  Thomist  would  mean  in  the  case  supposed 
above,  and  no  more — viz.,  that  you  have  deduced  it  from  a 
definition  of  the  Church  by  an  argument  which  recommends 
itself  to  you  as  certain,  in  which  case  my  only  complaint  is, 
that  your  language  is  calculated  to  offend  and  to  mislead ;  or 
else  you  mean  that  your  thesis  has  been  clearly  and  distinctly 
proposed  by  the  Church,  so  that  you  can  only  excuse  those 
who  reject  it  from  formal  mortal  sin,  on  the  plea  of  an  eccen- 
tricity hardly  differing  from  the  idiotcy  which  would  excuse  a 
Catholic  denier  of  the  Immaculate  Conception.  If  the  latter 
be,  as  I  cannot  but  suppose  it  is,  your  meaning,  I  must  say 
that  your  assertion  is,  to  my  mind,  calculated  to  foster  schism. 

I  know  that  you  are  exceedingly  generous  in  your  extension 
of  the  plea  of  invincible  ignorance  to  all  who  may  have  the 

>  Your  admission  that  the  pronouncements  you  are  advocating  are  not 
technically  "  dc  fide,"  and  that  the  mortal  sin  against  faitli  involved  in  the  rejec- 
tion of  their  infallibility  is  not  heresy  (in  foro  cxterno),  is  no  practical  mitiga- 
tion of  your  thesis;  and  I  am  glad  you  have  not  obtruded  it  in  your  "  Letter." 


INFALLIBLE    INSTRUCTION.  51 

misfortune  to  disagree  with  you ;  and  I  certainly  think  that^ 
as  a  matter  of  speculation,  you  have  the  Church  for  your  war- 
ranty for  the  very  widest  extension  of  this  plea.  She  pro- 
fesses not  to  judge  '^  de  internis.'^  She  will  not  pronounce 
definitively  of  the  very  worst  of  her  criminals,  that  he  really 
is  what  he  seems.  But,  practically,  the  Church  always  treats 
as  formal  sinners  those  who,  according  to  natural  laws,  ought 
to  be  so,  except  so  far  as  a  case  of  individual  exception  is 
proved.  If  your  thesis  be  true,  you  will  be  going  against 
the  usage  of  the  Church,  as  far  as  language  goes,  in  treating 
dissentients  as  other  than  formal  sinners.  In  reality,  however, 
I  believe  your  charge  of  mortal  sin  means  all  that  the  Church 
ever  means  by  it  when  applied  to  individuals,  and  that  your 
qualification  "  material''  is  simply  an  amiable  impertinence 
signifying  nothing,-" 

You  salute  me  as  your  brother  in  the  faith,  and  in  your 
charity  presume  me  loyal.  Why  should  you  not,  on  your 
principles,  welcome  in  like  fashion  the  unhappy  man  whom 
you  suppose  to  have  rejected  the  Immaculate  Conception  ?  The 
number  of  points  upon  which  you  would  be  agreed  (see  Pref. 
to  "  Letter,'-*  p.  1)  would  vastly  preponderate  over  those  upon 
which  you  would  disagree ;  and  he  need  not,  according  to  you, 
be  in  more  than  material  sin.  Why  should  not  you  salute  a 
High  Anglican  as  your  brother  in  the  Faith,  who  may  hold 
almost  every  point  of  Catholic  doctrine — nay,  your  thesis  to 
boot— and  differ  from  you  upon  the  one  question  of  the 
absolute  necessity  of  visible  union  ?  I  cannot  help  saying,  that 
by  your  extravagant  and  indiscriminate  use  of  the  term  inimi^ 
cihle  ignorance,  and  your  extraordinary  curtailment  of  the 
res  duhi(B,  you  are  pulling  down  the  city  walls  in  order  to  for- 
tify your  private  house.  Unless  we  can  say  boldly, ''  Nothing 
is  among  the  res  necessaria,  the  open  denial  of  which  is  tole- 
rated by  authority,"  every  thing  is  thrown  into  hopeless  con- 
fusion. 

In  order  to  bring,  if  possible,  this  bewildering  matter  to  an 
intelligible  crisis,  let  me  ask  you  what  you  would  do  in  the 
following  case.  I  will  suppose  that  you  are  a  priest;  and  that 
an  educated  Protestant  comes  to  you,  desirous  of  being  re- 
ceived into  the  Church.  He  begins  by  telling  you  that  he 
finds  no  difficulty  in  any  of  the  Catholic  doctrines  but  that  of 
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the  Immaculate  Conception,  wliicli  he  cannot  bring*  himself  to 
accept.  You,  of  course,  insist  upon  submission,  in  regard  to 
this  point,  as  a  sine  qua  non.  I  will  suppose  that  your  argu- 
ments ultimately  convince  him  that  the  doctrine  is  revealed, 
and  proposed  as  revealed,  and  that  he  accepts  it  as  such.  You 
tell  him  to  come  the  next  morning  for  reception ;  when  sud- 
denly he  breaks  out  with,  "  By-the-bye,  Dr.  Ward,  I  have  been 
reading,  I  need  not  say  with  great  interest,  your  volume  on 
^  Doctrinal  Decisions.''  I  feel  that  there  is  considerable  theo- 
logical probability  for  your  view  as  to  the  extension  of  Papal 
infallibility;  but  I  think  it  right  to  tell  you  that  I  do  not 
myself  accept  it,  and  still  less  your  notion,  that  an  acceptance 
of  it  is  binding  upon  all,  under  mortal  sin.  I  know  that  many 
Catholics  do  not  hold  the  doctrine  at  all ;  and>  although  you 
have  expressd  yourself  very  strongly  as  to  this  obligation, 
still  I  am  sure  you  do  not  think  that  I  cannot  become  a  good 
Catholic,  with  my  present  opinion  on  the  subject. ''■' 

What  would  you  say  ?  You  could  not  reasonably  impute 
invincible  ignorance;  for  he  has  faced  the  subject,  we  will 
suppose,  as  fully  as  you  yourself  have  done.  And  even  sup- 
posing such  ignorance,  you  could  not  receive  him,  explicitly 
rejecting  what  the  Church  clearly  proposes  to  be  beheved 
under  pain  of  mortal  sin.  Again,  I  ask  you,  what  would 
you  say  ?  Surely,  the  only  thing  you  could  say,  would  be, 
^'  Well,  well,  at  present  it  is  an  open  question.  You  must 
be  ready  to  accept  my  doctrine  as  soon  as  it  is  defined :  at 
the  same  time,  I  must  tell  you  that  it  is  a  most  momentous 
question,  and  that  your  whole  spiritual  life  will  depend  upon 
your  coming  to  the  same  conclusion  at  which  I  have  recently 
arrived.  You  say  that  you  have  read  my  volume  once;  read  it 
again ;  and  if  you  are  not  then  convinced  of  your  obligation, 
you  must  surely  be  one  of  the  most  eccentric  Christians  ever 
saved  beneath  the  aegis  of  invincible  ignorance.  In  the  mean- 
time, I  will  receive  you  into  the  bosom  of  that  mother,  who 
allows  to  all  her  children  ^in  dubiis  libertatem/ ''  Forgive 
me  if  I  cannot  make  your  homily  quite  consistent  with  itself, 
and,  still  less,  with  what  would  surely  be  your  practice. 

You  may,  perhaps,  say  that  you  would,  indeed,  receive  the 
man  under  the  circumstances  mentioned ;  but  that,  neverthe- 
less, you  would  regard  such  a  conversion,  whilst  beneficial  to 
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the  individual  converted,  as  highly  prejudicial  to  the  Church, 
inasmuch  as  it  would  strengthen  the  hands  of  the  moderate 
party :  and  that,  therefore,  you  would  do  all  in  your  power 
indirectly  to  hinder  such  conversions.  And  are  you  really 
willing  to  take  this  responsibility  upon  yourself?  Is  our 
mother  sick,  or  bed-rid,  that  you  must  needs  go  trampling 
about  the  house,  turning  a  key  here,  and  drawing  a  bolt  there, 
and  setting  servants  and  children  by  the  ears  ? 

If  any  thing  could  make  me  doubt  my  having  understood 
you,  on  the  point  of  mortal  sin,  it  would  be  the  ease  with 
which  you  make  your  retractations.  Now,  I  fully  admit  with 
you,  that  it  is  not  only  natural,  but  inevitable,  that  you  should 
find,  from  time  to  time,  something  to  retract,  at  least  in  lan- 
guage, in  a  path  which  is  so  new  and  difficult;  but  I  really 
think  it  is  not  unfair  to  ask  that  you  should  definitely  com- 
plete your  thesis,  and  absolutely  fix  the  meaning  of  every 
term,  before  you  append  your  anathema  upon  dissentients. 

As  I  pointed  out  in  my  pamphlet,  you  had  laid  down  ("Doc- 
trinal Decisions,^'  p.  8),  that  any  one  doubting  of  ^q  falsity 
of  a  condemned  proposition,  is  guilty  of  mortal  sin.  You 
have  now  acknowledged,  thanks  to  the  pressure  of  one  of  my 
anonymous  allies  in  the  Tahlet,  that  your  language  was  wrong; 
in  fact,  that  a  man  might  very  well  doubt  the  falsity  of  cer- 
tain of  the  condemned  propositions,  without  committing  any 
sin  whatever.  You  will  say,  "  This  is  merely  a  verbal  retracta- 
tion; my  opinion  has  undergone  no  change.  I  always  knew 
that  De  Lugo's  opinion  was  tenable.""  But  it  is  precisely  with 
your  language,  with  your  statement  of  doctrine,  that  we  are 
immediately  concerned.  You  had  undertaken  to  tell  us  what 
we  were  bound  to  believe,  under  pain  of  mortal  sin.  As  a 
theologian,  you  had,  doubtless,  a  right  to  your  opinion,  that 
all  the  censures  involve  falsity ;  but,  as  a  moralist,  you  were 
surely  bound  to  let  us  know  that  the  opposite  opinion  was 
tenable.  You  never  so  much  as  hinted  that  this  was  the  case, 
until  it  was  forced  upon  you  by  my  pamphlet.  The  identity  of 
'" censured  tenet,''  and  "error  or  untruth,"  is  assumed  by  you 
throughout,  as  far  as  language  goes,  to  rest  upon  the  same 
basis  as  the  righteousness  of  the  censure  ^  In  weaving  your 
3  This  is  manifestly  the  ease,  as  an  able  critic  has  pointed  out,  in  the  much 
controverted  passage  of  your  article  (Jan.  1865.)     In  the  explanation  in  your 
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mingled  web  of  authority  and  private  judgment,  you  may  be 
theologizing  fairly  enough ;  and,  certainly,  no  theologian  could 
do  his  work  if  he  were  continually  interrupted  with  the  ques- 
tion '^  is  this  or  that  strictly  necessary  ?  ^'  But  since  you  hav(5 
armed  yourself  with  the  thunders  of  the  Church,  we  have  a 
right  to  enforce  your  strict  adherence  to  her  limits. 

Your  second  retractation  I  only  notice,  because  it  is  another 
example  of  what  I  must  needs  consider,  under  the  circum- 
stances, so  very  odd  a  process.  In  a  note  at  p.  290,  of  the 
Dublin  Review  for  October,  you  have  as  follows : — "  There  is  a 
small  discrepancy  between  the  statement  in  the  text  and 
one  which  is  to  be  found  in  the  Preface  to  Dr.  Ward's 
volume  on  ^Doctrinal  Decisions."*  In  that  Preface,  (pp. 
ix.,  X.)  he  speaks  as  though  Allocutions,  as  such,  were 
no  less  primarily  and  obviously  ex  Cathedrdj  than  Ency- 
clicals addressed  to  the  Universal  Episcopate.  One  or  two 
theological  friends,  however,  who  cordially  concur  in  his 
general  doctrine,  have  given  him  reasons  which  convince 
him  that  the  statement  in  the  text  is  truer  and  more 
satisfactory .''  Now,  upon  this,  I  observe  that  this  ^'state- 
ment in  the  Preface''^  is  part  of  the  Thesis.  2nd.  That 
I  never  imputed  to  you  the  opinion  which  I  now  under- 
stand you  to  retract.  For,  whilst  noticing  the  effect  of  your 
language  in  the  Preface,  I  thought  that  I  was  justified,  by 
other  passages,  in  regarding  it  as  merely  a  literary  slip.  Since, 
however,  you  had  to  be  convinced  by  "theological  friends,'^ 
before  you  could  retract  the  expression,  I  have  no  choice  but 
to  suppose  that  you  really  meant  to  enforce,  as  part  of  your 
thesis,  the  doctrine  that  an  Allocution,  independently  of  any 
special  publication,  is  infallible. 

It  is  a  comfort  to  find  that  an  offence  against  your  thesis 
may  admit  of  '^  par  vitas  matericB  ;  *'  but  I  really  cannot  help 
again  suggesting  that  even  these  minor  points  ought  to  be 
absolutely  settled,  before  the  anathema  is  appended. 

I  may  congratulate  you  upon  having  made  one  good  point, 
at  least,  in  the  course  of  the  controversy.     You  have  fastened 


article  (Oct.  1867)  of  this  passage,  you  attempt  to  confine  the  argument  to  one 
class  only  of  the  minor  censures;  but  surely  this  is  an  afterthought— your 
original  argument  embraced  them  all. 
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a  name  upon  the  opposite  party  which  is  likely  to  sticky  that 
of  "  Minimist/'  or  ''  Minimizer/'  Now,  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  name,  if  I  may  be  allowed  to  give  it  my  own  interpreta- 
tion *.  The  word  is  obviously  susceptible  of  a  good,  as  well  as 
of  a  bad  sense.  In  its  bad  sense,  it  is,  doubtless,  applicable  to 
one,  who,  from  repugnance  to  the  claims  of  Church  authority, 
would  ignore  such  claims,  whenever  he  thinks  that  he  may  do 
so  without  breaking  mth  the  Church  altogether ;  who  refuses 
to  regard  the  ^netas  fidei,  as  constituting  any  real  obligation  ; 
who  claims  the  right  of  refusing  "  assent  and  obedience  "  to  all 
pronouncements,  which  are  T\.ot  formal  definitions  of  faith  ;  one 
who,  in  fact,  is  no  cordatus  Catholicus  at  all. 

In  its  good  sense,  I  regard  the  term  "  Minimizer,''  as  appli- 
cable, in  its  degree,  to  all  who  think,  in  contradistinction  to 
those  who  merely /^<?^,  upon  the  subject  of  authority.  Amongst 
the  lovers  of  authority,  its  critics,  i.e.,  those  who  endeavour 
to  explore  its  precise  nature  and  limits,  will  ever  be  out- 
numbered by  its  indiscriminating  zealots.  '' Auctoritatem 
esse  rem  omnium  delicatissimam,  satis  compertum  est,''  as 
Muratori  observes.  But  where  the  authority  is  Divine, 
it  imposes  itself  its  own  limits ;  and  those  who  would  nicely 
investigate  them,  in  order  to  discover  where  the  Divine 
precept  ends,  are  only  showing  their  reverence  for  an  ordi- 
nance of  God.  For  my  own  part,  I  never  could  understand 
how  a  man  can  be  zealous  for  the  Law,  unless  he  sharply 
defines  its  boundaries.  To  amplify  the  skirts  of  the  Law, 
upon  the  principle  of  Tutiorism,  as  did  the  Pharisee  of  old, 
has  never  been  countenanced  by  the  Church.  What  pro- 
babilism  is  in  moral,  that  is  Minimism  in  dogmatic  theology ; 
they  are  both  based  upon  a  common  principle.  ^^  Lex  dubia 
non  obligat.''  I  consider  that,  where  it  is  a  question  of 
laying  down  what  is  of  universal  obligation  snb  gravi,  it  is 
simply  the  duty  of  every  Christian  to  minimize.  If  a  deter- 
mination to  carry  out  this  principle  to  the  utmost,  at  all  costs, 
constitutes  a  minimizer,  I  can  only  say  that  I  am  proud 
of  the  name. 

The  role  of  a  minimizer  is  never  likely  to  be  a  popular  one. 

**  Indeed  it  is  too  late  in  the  day  to  object.  For  not  only  have  I  myself 
ahnost  unconsciously  adopted  the  name,  but  high  personages  in  an  uucontro- 
verbial  sphere  are  ])eginning  to  canonize  it. 
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He  is  apt  to  be  reg*arded,  by  the  mass  of  his  brother  theolo- 
gizers,  as  a  sort  of  "  devil^s  advocate  -y^  useful,  indeed,  and  per- 
haps necessary,  but  certainly  disagreeable;  and  he  must 
expect  to  be  regarded,  by  the  general  religious  public,  with 
sometliing  of  a  superstitious  horror. 

The  great  minimizers  have  been,  for  the  most  part,  mis- 
sionaries, like  Veron  and  the  Wallemburgs;  apologists,  such  as 
Ballerini  and  Pallavicini ;  or  antiquarians,  such  as  Muratori — 
who,  conscious  of  all  they  had  to  defend,  did  not  care  to  push 
beyond  then-  trenches  ^  If  these  have  had  a  certain  popularity 
in  their  day,  yet  their  popularity  has  not  extended  beyond  the 
immediate  sphere  of  their  usefulness. 

Again,  if  minimizing  is  useful  for  others,  it  surely  has  its 
dangers  for  the  minimizer  himself.  He  is  apt  to  over-mini- 
mize, so  to  speak ;  to  look  at  religious  questions  in  too  hard 
and  dry  a  manner.  And  if,  as  is  not  unfrequently  the  case, 
he  is  taking  part  in  a  reaction  against  an  excess  in  the 
opposite  direction,  he  is  all  the  more  likely  to  overdo  his  part; 
and  perhaps,  more  likely  still,  in  proportion  to  the  effort  it 
originally  cost  him  to  assume  it. 

That  this  may  have  been  my  fate,  more  or  less,  is  only  too 
probable;  but  I  can  say  honestly  that  I  would  far  rather 
answer  both  to  God  and  man  for  such  a  slip, — ^be  it  what  it 
may, — than  I  would  answer  for  the  imposition  upon  the 
consciences  of  my  brethren  of  one  feather  weight  of  burden, 
beyond  that  which  Christ  has  imposed  ^. 

Before  concluding,  I  will  notice  briefly  certain  minor  points 
which  have  not  yet  found  their  place. 

I  mil  make  no  comment  upon  your  not  unnatural  burst  of 
indignation  ("Letter,^^  p.  35)  at  my  quotation  from  Melchior 
Canus ;  since,  as  soon  as  I  had  explained  how  completely  you 

fi  Or,  belonging  to  all  three  classes ;  like  Cardinal  Wiseman,  *'  the  living  in- 
fluence/* if  I  may  haiard  a  conjecture,  to  which,  when  you  were  first  a 
Catholic,  as  you  tell  us,  ("Letter,"  p.  15,)  you  surrendered  yourself  without 
reserve. 

c  You  are  shocked  at  my  application  of  the  term  "  burden "  to  the  duty  of 
absolute  interior  assent.  To  say  nothing  of  our  Lord's  own  words,  you  must 
know  well  that  a  far  harsher  term  is  often  applied  in  moral  theology  to  the 
most  sacred  duties  of  reUgion.  *'  Odiosa  restringenda  "  is  a  principle  of  universal 
application. 
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had  misunderstood  me,  you,  at  once,  with  characteristic 
amiability,  withdrew  it. 

You  are  quite  mistaken  (''Letter,^'  p.  17)  in  thinking-  that 
I  meant  to  imply  that  your  cry  of  ''  Give  me  a  man  "  was 
insincere.  No  one  who  knows  you  could  suppose  such  a  thing. 
You  have,  at  least,  given  ample  proof  of  the  contrary  in  my 
case :  for  you  have  been  all  along  determined  to  make  the  most 
of  me;  and  for  the  last  six  months  you  have  positively 
cherished  me  as  a  cat  does  a  mouse,  as  though  unwilling  to 
give  me  the  coup  de  grace. 

You  ask  me  ("  Letter,^^  p.  27)  what  I  cannot  but  consider 
rather  an  invidious  question.  You  bid  me  tell  you  frankly 
what  I  would  do,  if  the  Pope  were  to  treat  me  as  Lamennais 
was  treated.  Now,  I  think  I  have  brought  out  clearly  enough, 
in  the  course  of  the  controversy,  the  principles  upon  which  I 
conceive  a  Catholic  should  act.  But  if  you  press  me  as  to 
what  I  individually  would  do  under  the  circumstances,  I  can 
only  answer  you  in  the  words  of  Cordelia  : — 

"  Unhappy  that  I  am,  I  cannot  heave 
My  heart  into  my  mouth ;  I  love  your  majesty 
According  to  my  bond ;  no  more  nor  less." 

I  will  merely  add  that  I  do  not  think  there  would  be  much 
practical  difference  between  your  conduct  and  mine  under  the 
same  circumstances.  I  must  confess,  however,  that  you  have 
sometimes  expressed,  if  I  have  not  misjudged  you,  what  I 
cannot  but  consider  a  rather  exaggerated  view  of  the  obliga- 
tion that  any  censure  would  impose  upon  you.  For  instance, 
that  you  would  have  to  reject  your  whole  view  as  false,  with 
all  its  logical  consequences  and  concomitants  ;  that  it  would 
involve  a  revolutionarizing  of  your  whole  intellectual  life; 
and  that  you  must  be  prepared  to  perform  this  astonishing 
feat  at  a  moment's  notice.  I  do  not  myself  believe  that 
the  Church  at  all  contemplates  this  state  of  mind.  She 
calculates  more  upon  what  I  will  call  the  physical  resistance 
of  the  intellect.  It  is  possible,  as  every  school-boy  knows, 
for  a  ball  to  be  too  compliant,  too  responsive,  for  any  ordered 
use. 

You  have,  I  know,  wished  to  treat  me  with  as  much  con- 
sideration as  your  principles  would  admit.      Eut  I  think  that 
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I  may  justly  complain  of  the  way  in  which  you  have  more 
than  once  attempted  to  associate  me  with  the  Jansenists.  You 
quote  against  me,  e.g.,  the  following  passage  from  Fenelon  : — 
*'  The  fundamental  principle  so  much  vaunted  by  the  Jansenist 
party,  is  false  and  unsustainable.  This  principle  is,  that  the 
infallibility  of  the  Church  does  not  extend  beyond  things 
revealed.^^  Now  the  expression  ^^  things  revealed,"  either 
means  only  '^^  things  immediately  revealed,"  in  which  case 
Fenelon^s  censure  concerns  not  me ;  or  it  includes  "  things 
mediately  revealed  '^  as  well ;  in  which  case,  with  all  due 
deference  to  Fenelon,  I  will  say,  that  theologians  as  good  as 
he  think  otherwise.  To  convince  you  that  this  principle  so 
understood  is  not  confined  to  the  Jansenists,  I  need  only  refer 
you  to  the  last  sentence  of  the  quotation  from  De  Lauraea. 
("  Idealism,"  p.  66.) 

I  know  but  little  of  the  theological  principles  of  Jansenism, 
but  I  cannot  do  wrong  in  warning  you  in  the  words  of  the 
Wallemburgs  (see  "  Idealism,"  p.  76)  :  "Non  esse  moderati 
Catholici  (ubi  agitur  de  qusestione  inter  doctores  Catholicos  con- 
troversa)  invidiam  movere  in  sententiam  contrariam,  quod  ea 
sustineatur  a  Protestantibus  aut  aliis  schismaticis,  quasi 
semper  tutius  sit,  quam  longissime  ab  eorum  placitis  re- 
cedere  aut  potius  fugere.'^  Moreover,  I  must  say  that  in 
this  practice  of  yours,  you  are  by  no  means  acting  up  to 
the  spirit  of  Innocent  XlltVs  injunction.  (See  "  Idealism," 
p.  43.) 

It  would  surely  be  more  decent,  not  to  say  courteous,  to 
give  me  a  cell  to  myself,  even  though  a  condemned  cell. 

You  have  urged  against  me  the  following  well-known 
passage  from  the  "  Quanta  Cura  :"  "  Nor  can  we  pass  over  in 
silence  the  audacity  of  those  who,  not  enduring  sound  doctrine, 
contend  '  that  without  sin  and  without  any  sacrifice  of  the 
Catholic  profession,  assent  and  obedience  may  be  refused  to  those 
judgments  and  decrees  of  the  Apostolic  see,  whose  object  is 
declared  to  concern  the  Churches  general  good,  and  her 
rights  and  discipline,  so  only  they  do  not  touch  on  faith  and 
morals.^ " 

How  it  can  ever  have  entered  your  head  that  I  should  find 
any  difficulty  in  this  passage  I  cannot  conceive.  I  accept  it 
"ex  corde  etanimo."   I  observe:  1st.  That,  even  supposing  the 
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word  assent  were  substituted  for  "assent  and  obedience,"  I  have 
fully  admitted  that,  even  where  the  Church  is  not  strictly 
infallible_,  an  assent  is  prescribed  by  the  jpietas  fidei.  2nd. 
That  the  passage  between  inverted  commas  is,  as  you  have 
allowed,  a  condemned  proposition.  It  must  therefore  be  in- 
terpreted strictly ;  the  proposition,  as  it  stands,  is  condemned, 
and  no  other;  i.e.,  the  proposition  which  says  we  may  re- 
fuse assent  and  ohediencej  not  that  which  says  we  may  refuse 
assent. 

I  must  confess  that  I  had  always  supposed  that  you  had 
intended  to  lay  great  stress  upon  this  argument,  until  you  told 
us,  in  October  last,  that  it  was  merely  an  argument  ex  ahundanti. 
True  to  your  foregone  conclusion,  when,  may  I  ask,  did  you 
ever  use  an  argument  which  did  not  profess  to  be  ex  abun- 
danti  ? 

And  now,  presuming  upon  the  right,  which  the  publicity 
of  such  a  scaffold  as  you  have  erected  for  me,  gives  a  man 
to  speak  his  mind,  I  enter  my  most  earnest  protest  against 
the  practice  of  turning  the  easy-chair  of  a  lay  reviewer 
into  a  Cathedra  of  religious  doctrine.  However  convinced 
such  an  one  may  be  of  the  exclusive  orthodoxy  of  a 
doctrine,  unless  he  can  presume  upon  its  common  accept- 
ance by  all  Catholics,  he  had  better  let  it  alone;  or  where 
he  cannot  absolutely  do  this,  let  him  state  it  simply  as  his 
opinion,  with,  if  he  pleases,  his  ground  for  holding  it,  and 
there  leave  it.  Any  other  course  will  only  do  mischief,  either 
by  putting  an  additional  obstacle  in  the  way  of  the  reception 
of  the  doctrine  by  Catholics,  or  by  teaching  them  to  think 
lightly  of  their  authorized  teachers. 

Surely  the  past  history  of  the  '^  Univers'*  which,  despite  the 
piety  and  abiHty  of  its  editor,  for  a  time  well  nigh  split  into 
two  hostile  camps  the  Church  of  France,  and  has  left  behind 
it  wounds  even  yet  unhealed,  should  be  a  warning  to  us  of  the 
lamentable  consequences  of  unauthorized  dogmatism.  We  shall 
never,  I  trust,  arrive  at  the  pitch  of  branding  as  heterodox 
those  of  our  bishops  who  do  not  go  our  lengths ;  but  you  cer- 
tainly have  gone  far  to  introduce  amongst  us  the  schismatical 
distinction  of  "  High  and  Low  Church.''^  To  speak  of  "  high 
and  low  levels ''  in  doctrine,  is  one  step  at  least  towards  making 


60  INFALLIBLE    INSTRUCTION. 

Catholic  truth  a  matter  of  sentiment.  It  matters  but  little 
whether  our  doctrine  be  high  or  low^  popular  or  unpopular, 
provided  only  it  be  tolerated  in  the  Church.  "  Sentire  cum 
Ecclesia/''  doubtless  expresses  a  principle  of  Christian  duty;  but 
it  is  well  to  remember  that  it  is  not  always  the  most  popular 
doctrine  that  has  proved  the  truest.  De  Lugo  tells  us 
(^^De  Fide,"  Disp.  xx.  §  3,  p.  128)  that  there  was  a  time 
when  nearly  all  theologians  were  against  the  Immaculate 
Conception. 

At  length  this  most  wearisome  controversy,  as  far  at  least 
as  I  am  concerned,  has  come  to  its  close.  I  might  have  waited 
for  my  final  answer  until  you  had  brought  out  your  forth- 
coming essay  upon  Encyclicals ;  but  it  is  ill  arguing  with  the 
master  of  twenty  legions,  or  with  the  editor  of  a  Quarterly 
Review.  There  is  no  calculating  when  your  defence  will  be 
finally  concluded — "  Labitur  et  labetur.-'"'  Moreover,  I  do  not 
believe  you  can  bring  forward  any  fresh  argument  in  behalf  of 
your  thesis,  beyond  what  you  have  already  given  us.  However 
this  may  be,  I  now  formally  withdraw  from  the  controversy, 
leaving  you  my  simvJacrum  or  name  for  as  long  as  you 
may  choose  to  use  it.  I  pledge  myself  to  this  much  only, 
that  when  I  think  you  have  proved  your  thesis,  I  wiU  say  so 
publicly. 

As  regards  the  mass  of  those  who  have  assailed  me,  and 
may  probably  assail  me  again,  I  can  only  say  "si  scripta 
mea  in  eos  qui  promptiores  sunt  ad  reprobandum  quam 
ad  compatiendum,  incurrunt,  non  magnopere  cum  iis  col- 
luctandum.^'' 

I  submit  whatever  I  have  written  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Church ;  and,  as  I  said  in  my  Preface,  I  trust  that  my  very 
errors  may  in  her  hands  subserve  the  cause  of  truth. 

And  now  I  hope  you  will  believe,  that  if  I  have  been  con- 
troversially fierce,  if  my  tone  has  been  sometimes  loud  and 
overbearing,  it  has  been  from  no  want  of  respect  and  good- 
will towards  you.  It  is  to  be  attributed  partly  to  the  pain- 
ful efibrt  the  whole  matter  has  cost  me,  and  partly  to  the 
deadly  conditions  of  the  controversy,  for  which  I  am  not 
responsible. 

In  conclusion,  I  trust  that  I  may  be  allowed  to  thank  you 
publicly,   for  what  the  public  does  not  know,  the  chivalrous 
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good-humour  of  your  private  letters,,  to  one  who  is  publicly 
your  foe. 

For  the  rest,  "  Unusquisque  in  suo  sensu  abundet,  donee 
veniat  ilia  lux,  quae  de  luce  falso  philosophantium  facit  tene- 
bras,  et  tenebras  recognoscentium  convertit  in  lucem.'''' 

I  remain,  dear  Sir, 

Yours  faithfully, 

H.  I.  D.  RYDER. 

BlBMINGHlM, 

December,  1867. 


THE   END. 
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